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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, February 1, 1995 
The House met at 11 a.m. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Wade A. Watts, Jerusa

lem Baptist Church, McAlester, OK, of
fered the fallowing prayer: 

Our Father in Heaven, we pray this 
morning for peace , freedom, justice, 
and equality for all throughout the en
tire world. We pray for these Congress
men. We pray that You would let them 
down in the deep secrets of Thy knowl
edge that they may render the right 
decision. 

Give them the faith of Abraham, the 
wisdom of King Solomon, the courage 
of the Apostle Paul , and if it be so that 
strength shall fail them, we pray, 
Heavenly Father, that You will stand 
by. 

If enemies shall increase and Satan's 
shots shall be multiplied, stay with 
them. 

If temptation grows stronger and 
friends grow faint and weary, do not 
leave them alone. Throw that ever pro
tecting arm of love around them and 
see that no hurt, harm, or danger come 
to them. 

This is Your humble servant's feeble 
prayer. In Jesus ' name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day 's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I , the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Oklahoma [Mr. BREWSTER] will lead 
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BREWSTER led the Pledge of Al
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United Sta tes of America , and to the Repub
lic for which it stands , one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

WELCOME TO THE REVEREND 
WADE WATTS 

(Mr. BREWSTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute. ) 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce Rev. Wade Watts of 
the McAlester, OK, Jerusalem Baptist 
Church. 

Reverend Watts, who just gave to
day's opening prayer, is one of the 

most respected and well-known min
isters in southeastern Oklahoma. 

He has been the pastor of the Jerusa
lem Baptist Church for 22 years. He 
served on President Johnson's Advi
sory Commission on Civil Rights for 4 
years, as well as the Oklahoma crime 
commission for 4 years. 

Reverend Watts has also served 16 
years as State president of the NAACP. 

The reverend is also one of the few 
people in my district who can claim 
the privilege of knowing and working 
with the Reverend Martin Luther King, 
Jr., with whom he marched in Selma, 
AL. 

Reverend Watts has experienced 
trouble and turmoil. In the early sev
enties the Ku Klux Klan burned down 
his church. The reverend's spirit was 
not defeated. Over the next several 
years Reverend Watts was successful in 
saving the State's imperial wizard from 
the hatred and anger of his group and 
converted him to Christianity. 

I would also like to take this oppor
tunity to recognize Reverend Watts ' 
hometown State senator who accom
panied him to Washington. Senator 
Gene Stipe of McAlester, who is with 
us today, is the longest serving mem
ber of the State legislature in Okla
homa history. 

It is my honor, Mr. Speaker, to host 
and introduce Reverend Watts to the 
House of Representatives as today 's 
Chaplain. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
UPTON). The Chair will announce that 
he will entertain 15 1-minutes from 
both sides today. 

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH 
AMERICA 

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, our Con
tract With America states the follow
ing: On the first day of Congress, a Re
publican House will require Congress to 
live under the same laws as everyone 
else, cut one-third of committee staff, 
cut the congressional budget. We have 
done that. 

It goes on to state that in the first 
100 days we will vote on the following 
items: A balanced budget amendment; 
we have done this and passed it; un
funded mandates legislation, line-item 
veto , a new crime bill to stop violent 

criminals, welfare reform to encourage 
work, not dependence, family rein
forcement to crack down on deadbeat 
dads to protect our children, tax cuts 
for families to lift Government's bur
den from middle-class , middle-income 
Americans, national security restora
tion to restore our freedoms, Senior 
Citizens' Equity Act to allow our sen
iors to work without Government pen
alty, Government regulation and un
funded mandate reforms, commonsense 
legal reforms to end frivolous lawsuits, 
and congressional term limits to make 
Congress a citizen legislation. 

This is our Contract With America. 

LEA VE INTEREST RATES ALONE 
(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the Amer
ican people are sending a very simple 
message today: " Don' t do it, Mr. 
Greenspan, don ' t raise interest rates. 
Every time you raise interest rates, 
working middle-class families get 
hurt. " 

Six times in the past 2 years interest 
rates have gone up. Those increases 
alone have added $24,000 to the price of 
a 30-year, $50,000 mortgage, $24,000 
added to the cost of a home. 

If we raise taxes that much, the 
American people would be in revolt. If 
we raise interest rates again, it would 
be like throwing a bucket of ice water 
on the U.S. economy, and its working 
families will be left out in the cold. 

So do not do it; Mr. Greenspan. Leave 
interest rates alone. 

WE ARE PART OF A GLOBAL 
ECONOMY 

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
President Clinton made a courageous 
move in bypassing the Congress on the 
Mexican peso issue. He had no choice. 

Mexico was going down the tubes, 
and the votes in Congress for this un
popular initiative were just not there. 
He acted with proper authority, and in 
the end he made the right decision. 

A stable Mexico is critical to Amer
ican interests, and let us hope we do 
not have to revisit this Mexico issue 
again. 

What are the lessons of this episode? 
Bipartisanship on the Mexican issue 
did not have its finest hour. In the end 
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it looked like the package was being 
peddled in a bazaar. 

We must do better on these critical 
national-security issues. 

Second, we must remember that we 
are all part of a global economy, and 
that turmoil in a country, especially a 
friend like Mexico, affects us all. 

WHY SHOULD MAIN STREET BAIL 
OUT WALL STREET? 

(Mr. FUNDERBURK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, 
this morning the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of the Treasury can
celed scheduled appearances before the 
International Relations Committee. 
This administration has a serious 
credibility pro bl em. It has ignored the 
American people and done a deliberate 
end-run around the Congress. I do not 
care what obscure law the President 
cites for his authority. There is out
rage in my district, and I suspect 
throughout the State of North Caro
lina. 

We have rescued the Mexican econ
omy several times since 1976. Each 
time we have done so, the Mexican 
Government has refused to reform it
self. 

Bailing out investors stuck with bad 
pesos is not the job of the taxpayer. 
Why should Main Street bail out Wall 
Street? What sort of message is sent 
when holders of high-yield securities 
are bailed out by the taxpayers? 

When Mr. Rubin was chairman of 
Goldman, Sachs, his firm did not so
cialize domestic profits it earned when 
it was speculating. The same system 
that rewarded his old firm should work 
to penalize his former colleagues who 
gambled and lost. 

I ask this administration to tell Main 
Street, Dunn, NC, it has to pay for Wall 
Street's mistakes and a corrupt regime 
in Mexico. 
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EFFECTS OF INTEREST RA TE 
INCREASES 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in 
America the sun shines in from the 
PT A to the Halls of Congress. The 
American people have a front row seat. 

But when it comes to the Federal Re
serve Board, the American people can
not even buy a seat in the peanut gal
lery. Unbelievable; at this very mo
ment the Fed behind closed doors is de
ciding whether or not to raise our in
terest rates. And the Fed says ''Look, 
our business is too important for the 
American people to understand and 

what the American people don't know 
won't hurt them." 

Unbelievable. 
Mr. Speaker, while Congress cannot 

go to the bathroom without a camera 
team, the Federal Reserve Board con
ducts their business and Congress waits 
for Alan Greenspan to come out of 
some closed door with either thumbs 
up or thumbs down. 

Mr. Speaker, I say it is very simple: 
Alan Greenspan is giving America the 
finger and Congress does not even 
know why. 

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
NEED RELIEF FROM UNFUNDED 
MANDATES 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Environmental Protection Agency is 
just one of the many Federal agencies 
that are stiffing local and State gov
ernments with bills they do not pay 
for. 

For instance the EPA wants the city 
of Dallas, TX, to totally redesign its 
4,500 mile long sewer system. This rede
sign would cost $3 billion. This figure 
equals roughly three times their yearly 
budget. 

This is one of the many examples of 
an unfunded mandate. There are prob
ably thousands more just like it. 

Mr. Speaker, unfunded mandates 
must be reformed because they impose 
a crowding-out effect on State and 
local governments. Instead of funding 
the basics like fire and rescue, hos
pitals, highways, and law enforcement, 
local and State governments are forced 
to fund excessive, and sometimes ex
otic, Federal regulations. We must act 
now to curb these excesses and return 
to the Federal Government the prin
ciples of fiscal responsibility. 

HYDROXYUREA IMPROVES QUAL
ITY OF LIFE FOR SICKLE CELL 
SUFFERERS 
(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I join with my chorus of col
leagues who come here advocating 
against an increase in interest rates in 
this country. 

But more importantly, I come today, 
to inform the House of a new scientific 
breakthrough that could mean relief 
for thousands of Americans. It was an
nounced the day before yesterday that 
researchers at Johns Hopkins have 
found that the drug hydroxyurea can 
alleviate some of the painful symptoms 
associated with sickle cell anemia, 
such as incapacitating pain in the ab
domen, joints, and back. 

Sickle cell anemia affects people 
whose ancestors come from Africa, the 

Middle East, the Mediterranean basin, 
and India. Sickle cell affects 1 in 12 Af
rican-Americans. African-American 
males suffering from this disease live 
an average of 42 years and African
American women live an average of 46 
years. 

Al though hydroxyurea, according to 
scientists, is not a cure for this deadly 
disease, it is an effective agent for im
proving the quality of life for those 
who suffer from sickle cell. I urge the 
FDA to quickly approve the use of 
hydroxyurea. 

THE lOTH AMENDMENT SHUFFLE 
(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
over the last 40 years, the Congress has 
perfected a new dance-the 10th amend
ment shuffle. 

The music for this dance starts play
ing when the Congress runs out of Fed
eral tax dollars to spend, but still has 
several key projects on their wish list. 

Rather than sitting out a dance, Con
gress has instead sidestepped the 10th 
amendment and forces States and lo
calities to pay for its projects and 
dance to its tune. 

A classic shuffle is the motor-voter 
bill, an unfunded mandate estimated to 
cost States some $58 million. 

Mr. Speaker, it will cost my State, 
Nebraska, over $700,000 to recruit more 
people to get registered on the voting 
files in a State which already has one 
of the highest voter registration rates 
in the Nation. It is time to pull Con
gress' dance cards and put an end to 
Federal unfunded mandates. H.R. 5 will 
do this. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this and make sure we no longer 
have to live under the unfunded man
dates that the Congress continues to 
send. 

FALLOUT FROM INCREASED 
INTEREST RATES 

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, a new 
Federal policy brokered in secret, 
adopted without a single hearing, a sin
gle open public meeting and no vote. 

A policy that will: 
Increase this year's deficit by $2.5 bil

lion? 
Increase the cost of a mortgage on a 

$100,000 house by more than $500 a 
year-that makes a mockery of the 
puny income tax cuts we are talking 
about here. 

Drive up the cost of everything 
bought on credit-from automobiles to 
winter clothes for the kids. 

This is a policy specifically intended 
to drive up the rate of unemployment 
toward a target of 6 percent-that 
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means 3112 million more Americans out 
of work than under the old target of 4 
percent. 

Is this a new abuse heaped upon the 
American people by an insulated and 
arrogant Congress? No, this policy will 
be foisted on the American public by 
the secretive, arrogant, and insulated 
Federal Reserve Board, a small group 
of powerful bankers and economists 
who believe their control over our 
money supply is to be used to serve 
their friends and masters from Wall 
Street, not Main Street America. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to stop Alan 
Greenspan and his cronies before they 
kill the economy again. 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AND 
AVIATION TRUST FUND 

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, we Re
publicans quite properly emphasize our 
Contract With America. But our origi
nal Contract With America was signed 
in 1956, when President Eisenhower and 
the Congress created the Interstate 
Highway System and created the high
way trust fund. This was a contract be
tween the American traveling public 
and the Federal Government. The gas 
tax went into the highway trust fund 
solely to build highways. Later the air
line ticket tax went into the aviation 
trust fund to help build airports. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we have broken 
that contract. We shamelessly used the 
money dedicated for highway construc
tion to hide the true size of the Federal 
Government deficit, which is dishonest 
and unethical. Three times in the past 
Republicans in this House voted over
whelmingly to remove these trust 
funds from the general trust fund budg
et, but we did not have a majority. 

Now is the time to renew our 39-year
old Contract With America. Now is the 
time to take the transportation trust 
funds out of the general fund budget. 
This is a truth-in-budgeting issue. And 
truth, after all, is what contracts are 
all about. 

FORTY YEARS 
(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, during 
the past few weeks we have heard our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
talk about dismantling many of the 
programs that Democrats formed dur
ing our 40-year service as the majority 
party. 

I know some of my friends on this 
side do not want to hear this, but dur
ing the past 40 years, when Democrats 
controlled the House, programs were 
enacted that helped millions of people. 
A few examples on this long list in
clude: the GI bill, Medicare, Medicaid, 

civil rights legislation, improved mini
mum wage standards so people can 
work and get off welfare, and student 
financial aid. When the other side dis
cusses, with some disdain, about the 
Democrats' 40-year rule, remember, 
some great things did happen. 

Today, on February 1, 1995, I would 
like to highlight a special day com
memorating something that happened 
40 years ago today: My wife, Laurie 
Olsen, was born. Today is Laurie's 40th 
birthday, and as she and I, along with 
her parents, Ken and Elaine Olsen, our 
sons, and many of our friends celebrate 
her first birthday under a Republican 
controlled Congress, let us not forget 
many of the important programs en
acted during Laurie's first 40 years 
that have helped the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, happy 40th birthday, 
Laurie. 

CONSUMER PRODUCTS 
COMMISSION: MOST 
BOARDING INJURIES 
FROM FALLING 

SAFETY 
SNOW 

RESULT 

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, those of 
us from the ski country, U.S.A. can 
rest a little easier right now because 
the U.S. Government is on the job. The 
U.S. Consumer Products Safety Com
mission has just released a report 
which concludes that most snow board
ing accidents result from falling. 

Wow. That is deep, Mr. Speaker. You 
put someone on a board, strap his feet 
to a board, put him on a slippery slope 
and let him go down the hill at 55 to 60 
miles an hour and they might get 
hurt-but only if they fall. 

This Christmas, Anna in my office 
tore up both knees skiing, and we have 
no idea how it happened or what caused 
it. Absolutely no idea. 

Well, I am going to go back to her 
and I am going to tell her, ''Anna, we 
figured it out, the Government helped. 
You hurt your knees because you fell." 

Mr. Speaker, Americans are tired of 
Federal nursemaids wasting their 
money and insulting their intelligence. 
If I may quote my friend, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, "Unbelievable." 
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THE FOREIGN AID PACKAGE THAT 
WOULD .NOT DIE 

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration announced yesterday 
that, because Congress was not acting 
quickly enough to throw good money 
after bad down that black hole that is 
the Mexican economy, it has used un
precedented Executive authority to ex-

tend billions of our taxpayers' money 
to bail out the Mexican peso and the 
Wall Street speculators who invested 
there without a vote of Congress. The 
last time Mexico devalued its currency 
was in 1988, just around the time of the 
Presidential election. Before that, 
Mexico devalued in 1982, again just 
around the time of the Presidential 
election, and now they did it again just 
after the Presidential election of 1994. 

I say to my colleagues, "Some would 
like you to think that using Treasury's 
power to prop up the peso was a tem
porary fix, but they are wrong. This is 
not a currency problem. It is a problem 
of continuing mismanagement at the 
highest levels inside an emerging un
democratic country. The false security 
of Mexican oil is an illusion, too. 
That's already been pledged to past 
debts. If you're outraged like I am, 
come to room 2247 this afternoon, 
Members of Congress. Let's get the ad
ministration on the right track for a 
change.'' 

WHAT ABOUT THE ELECTIONS? 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, U.S. mili
tary occupation of Haiti continues, but 
mandate of the Haitian Parliament 
will end. The time line for new par
liamentary elections has already 
slipped from last December to perhaps 
sometime in May. I ask, "But how can 
you build a democracy without a par
liament, without a legislative branch, 
especially in Haiti, especially with 
President Aristide?" Unfortunately, 
Mr. Speaker, in 1991 he fell prey to the 
drive to consolidate power that has his
torically characterized Haitian poli
tics, and he has failed to learn a very 
basic lesson of democracy, and that is 
that sha1·ed power makes for better 
governments, and it is vital for true de
mocracy. Lack of progress on the elec
tions in Haiti means President Aristide 
will be ruling Haiti without checks or 
balances. 

Mr. Speaker, the time for free and 
fair elections in Haiti is now. We must 
bring our troops home today. Bring on 
Haitian elections now, and save both 
democracy in Haiti and American tax
payers' dollars. 

CHANGE 
(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard my friends on the other side 
of the aisle talk a lot about change. 
That is good. This institution needs 
some change. But in the past 3 weeks, 
Mr. Speaker, the American people have 
found out what type of change many of 
my colleagues were really talking 
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about. We have discovered that new 
criteria exists for being able to speak 
the truth on the floor of the House. We 
found out when the subject is question
able dealings by powerful Members of 
the House leadership, speaking the 
truth on the floor of the people 's House 
is often prohibited. But that is not the 
only change, Mr. Speaker. 

We passed a Congressional Account
ability Act that is far worse than what 
was passed by this House just last year 
because it did not eliminate a ban on 
gifts from lobbyists and allows Mem
bers to continue to use their frequent 
flyer miles for personal use. There are 
other changes, too. We are no longer 
talking about lobbying reform or cam
paign finance reform, the real critical 
changes that will truly make a dif
ference in the way we conduct the peo
ple's business. 

Yes, many of my friends marched 
into this institution waving a banner 
that said, " reform and change," but all 
we see today is the white flag. 

END UNFUNDED MANDATES: STOP 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S 
MEDDLING 
(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, as 
mayor of the booming city of Char
lotte, NC, I experienced, firsthand , the 
absurdity of unfunded mandates. 

We were forced to curtail services 
that our constituents had already paid 
taxes to support, in order to avoid 
being taxed twice for the same things. 

American taxpayers are paying over 
50 percent of every dollar they earn in 
taxes. 

They view unfunded Federal man
dates as Government inefficiency and 
double taxation. 

We must pass H.R. 5-if for no other 
reason than because the American tax
payers demand it. 

CHIN A'S NEWT? 
(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
today in China they are celebrating the 
first day of the lunar new year, the 
Year of the Pig, and we now find out 
from the New Yorker magazine that a 
big multinational pig is trying to feed 
over there the same way that pig has 
been trying to feed on the U.S. Con
gress. I guess the question is: Is Beijing 
becoming more like Washington, or 
Washington becoming more like 
Beijing? 

But what we learn today is Deng 
Xiaoping's daughter, Deng Maomao, 
also has a book contract with Mr. 
Murdoch. Mr. Murdoch seems to be 
wanting to try to get his TV station 
in to China and has pulled all of the 

BBC news because it has much too 
much about human rights, which just 
really, really makes him upset, and has 
furthermore now cut this wonderful 
deal with Deng's daughter, who is sup
posed to be the closest to him, but of 
course there could not be any hanky
panky there. 

So, if anyone now asks what is the 
similarity between our Speaker, Deng 
Xiaoping's daughter and Mrs. Thatch
er, we now know. They all have Rupert 
Murdoch book deals. 

WHY LIBERAL DEMOCRATS OP
POSE THE CONTRACT WITH 
AMERICA 
(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, from 
the home office back in Scottsdale, AZ, 
the top 10 reasons liberal Democrats 
oppose our Contract With America: 

No. 10: Ideas? We don't need your 
stinking ideas. 

No. 9: Book envy. 
No. 8: Would you Republicans shut 

up? We are watching the O.J. trial. 
No. 7: Al Gore, what a guy! 
No. 6: 'Tis better to have taxed and 

lost than never to have taxed at all. 
No. 5: Never make a promise you 

might have to keep. 
No. 4: Would rather follow the P.T. 

Barnum maxim, "Never give the tax
payer an even break. " 

No. 3: Profits? What are profits? Are 
they evil? 

No. 2: Hey, what happened? We 
thought the status quo was pretty 
good. 

And the No. 1 reason Democrats op
pose our Contract With America: 

Republicans, with our contract, are 
trying to change this Congress. Demo
crats would rather change the subject. 

OPEN UP GOP AC'S ROOKS 
(Mr. BROWN of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute .) 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, if numbers such as $715,000, $324,000 
or even $172,000 had shown up on my 
last FEC report, the Republican Na
tional Committee would demand an 
immediate investigation, and the Fed
eral Election Commission would have 
already levied steep fines against me. 
In fact, my Republican colleagues like
ly would be calling for an ethics inves
tigation and an independent counsel. I 
would like to assure my colleagues 
that dollar amounts of that magnitude 
did not show up on my FEC report. But 
I will tell my colleagues where they did 
show up: GOPAC. 

According to the Los Angeles Times 
on January 30, 1995, GOPAC has re
ceived more than $2.8 million from just 
10 contributors, but we will not see 

these dollar amounts on GOP AC's FEC 
reports. They refuse to disclose the in
formation. 

Mr. Speaker, in an era when the new 
Republican majority talks about an 
open Congress and opening up the po
litical process, it seems to me it should 
live by its own words and open up 
GOPAC 's books. 

INTRODUCTION OF BREAST CAN
CER AND PROSTATE CANCER DE
TECTION BILLS 
(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, 
what do 46,000 women and 240 men have 
in common this year? No, not an inter
est in the O.J. Simpson trial. These 
people are all expected to die from 
breast cancer in 1995. I have again in
troduced legislation to help lower in
come women by requiring State Medic
aid plans to provide coverage of screen
ing mammography. 

I have also introduced legislation to 
provide annual mammography cov
erage for Medicare beneficiaries aged 65 
and older. Current law permits cov
erage only every other year for this age 
group. 

Coverage of early detection tech
niques should be provided for men as 
well. In 1995, an estimated 40,400 pros
tate cancer deaths are expected. That 
is why I have introduced bills to pro
vide for Medicaid coverage and Medi
care coverage, respectively, for pros
tate cancer screening tests-1995 is nei
ther the year of the woman, nor the 
year of the man. It is the year when 
our citizens get what they asked for
that is, peace of mind and good health. 
I urge all of my colleagues to cosponsor 
these lifesaving bills. 
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FED'S THREATENED INTEREST 
RATE HIKE SEEN AS UNJUSTIFIED 

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, today the 
Federal Reserve Board is meeting, and 
the speculation is that they are going 
to raise interest rates to tighten mone
tary policy by raising the discount rate 
gain. They have raised the discount 
rate six times in the last year. This 
will be the seventh increase, which has 
resulted already in over a 21/ 2 percent, 
250 basis point increase in the spread in 
terms of interest rates paid for by 
American consumers. 

Of course, the fact is that the record 
indicates that this is simply not justi
fied or necessary. Workers today are 
receiving very little increase in terms 
of compensation or wages, and the fact 
is that by not taking a raise, they are 
now going to in essence be faced with 
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increased costs because of interest 
rates. 

Car sales are down; home sales are 
down. Many of the indices in the Amer
ican economy indicate that inflation is 
under control and the economy is not 
overheating, but the Fed is losing the 
capacity to deal with the responsibility 
of monetary policy by raising rates and 
by tightening monetary policy when it 
is not necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Federal Re
serve Board today is listening behind 
their closed doors as they make this 
decision. We need them to play an inde
pendent and an objective role, not to 
overmanipulate and steal defeat from 
the jaws of victory when we have an 
economy in which Americans are work
ing. 

STATES URGED TO JOIN THE 
HOUSE IN PASSING UNFUNDED 
MANDATES LEGISLATION 
(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning we expect to pass a bill deal
ing with unfunded mandates, and I will 
be voting for that bill. I do want to 
make it clear that I do have some res
ervations in environmental areas, but 
those can be addressed as we go along. 

The main purpose of my comments 
today is to point out that we are only 
part of the problem, and I challenge 
the States of these great United States 
to follow our example and pass un
funded mandates bills within their own 
legislative bodies. 

In the State of Michigan we required 
a constitutional amendment initiated 
by the citizens of the State to address 
this problem. Since I have worked at 
the county commission level, the State 
legislative level, and the Federal level, 
I can assure the Members that every
one tries to pass mandates down to the 
body below them and require them to 
pay the costs. 

My challenge to the States is to fol
low Michigan's example-adopt a con
stitutional amendment as we did in 
Michigan and prohibit passing un
funded mandates down to cites, coun
ties, townships, and other forms of gov
ernment. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all the States to 
join us in this effort as we pass our un
funded mandates bill today. 

INTEREST RATE HIKE COULD KILL 
JOBS, SLOW ECONOMY GROWTH 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Fed
eral Reserve Board is meeting to con
sider yet another hike in interest 
rates. Democrats are united in oppos
ing this increase, because we believe it 

will have a detrimental impact on 
working middle class families across 
the country. 

In 1994 the Fed raised interest rates 
six times. Those rate hikes were de
signed to slow economic growth and 
head off inflation. But another increase 
now could slow the economy right into 
a recession just as the economic recov
ery is reaching working families. 

In my home State of Connecticut, 
where job growth continues to lag be
hind the rest of the country, another 
rise in interest rates could kill jobs and 
keep the economy recovery from ever 
reaching hardworking families. 

Mr. Speaker, it is true that our econ
omy is not at full health. But prescrib
ing another interest rate hike as a cure 
is like prescribing brain surgery for a 
headache. It is unnecessary, and it 
could kill the patient. 

MOVING ON 
(Mr. JONES asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, today we 
will finish our debate on unfunded 
mandates. We are going to give our 
States and our local governments what 
they have asked for. Congress will stop 
mandating Federal programs it cannot 
pay for. Now it is time to move on. 

Next on our agenda is the line item 
veto. This will provide another tool to 
cut spending and reduce the size of the 
Federal Government. Who knows, the 
power of the line-item veto might even 
stop a practice that has been around 
many years in Congress-porkbarrel 
projects. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are com
mitted to moving our Contract With 
America forward until it is completed. 
We have heard the people's mandate, 
and we will keep our promise to bring 
to the floor issues that produce real 
change. We are moving on to a future 
of a smaller, less costly, and more effi
cient government. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Democrat 
colleagues to join with us to move for
ward with the people's demand for 
change. 

THE TRUTH IS LOOSE 
(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
the Los Angeles Times succeeded in 
doing something this week that Speak
er GINGRICH has refused to do for 
years-release the names of the con
tributors to his political machine, 
GOP AC. 

The partial listing published by the 
Times shows that one couple gave 
GOP AC more than $715,000 while other 
contributors made more than $300,000 
available apiece. But who and how 
many more contributors are there? 

There are many questions that remain 
unanswered. 

That is why the chorus of respected 
voices calling for an outside counsel is 
getting louder and louder. 

The New York Times, Roll Call, the 
respected public advocacy group, Pub
lic Citizen, former Special Counsel 
Richard Phelan, and Al Hunt of the 
conservative Wall Street Journal all 
agree: Only an outside counsel can put 
this matter to rest. 

AMERICAN PEOPLE DEMAND 
CHANGE-LESS GOVERNMENT, 
LESS TAXES, LESS REGULATION 
(Mr. TATE asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, to my Dem
ocrat friends across the aisle, I say, 
methinks thou doth protest too much. 

I have heard for weeks personal at
tacks on our Republican leaders and 
delay tactics. I ask, is it because you 
have nothing else to say? 

I know that losing power must be dif
ficult to deal with. But the message 
last November was not more fighting, 
more finger pointing, and more per
sonal attacks. It was less government, 
less taxes, and less regulations. We 
have defied the odds by passing a bal
anced budget amendment, and we will 
pass an unfunded mandates bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have said they want a change. The 
Democrats have tried their patience 
long enough. 

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD URGED 
TO FOREGO INTEREST RATE IN
CREASE 
(Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Fed Chairman tells us that senior citi
zens are benefiting by an overstate
ment of inflation in this country. The 
Fed Chairman told us there is a crisis 
in Mexico. It seems to me the Fed 
Chairman and his policy helped create 
the crisis in Mexico; and if he is correct 
about the fact that inflation is over
stated in the indicators, then he ought 
not raise taxes and he ought not raise 
interest rates. 

In my State and in my district in 
Connecticut, many people still want 
jobs that do not have them. A Fed pol
icy that is based on creating more un
employed is an outrage in a country 
that is talking about putting people to 
work. You cannot sit there and tell us 
that you want welfare people to go to 
work and then raise interest rates so 
working people lose their jobs. If there 
ought to be jobs that are lost, they 
ought to be at the Fed. We ought to 
keep inflation not higher but lower so 
that more Americans go to work, so we 
can have a stronger economy and con
tinue to reduce this deficit. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Fed policy goes 

against everything we have done to in
crease employment and cut the deficit. 
I say to the Chairman, "Don't raise in
terest rates anymore." 

A DISPLAY OF COMITY IN THE 
REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning Speaker GINGRICH invited 
Vice President GORE to meet with the 
Republican Conference on the subject 
of reinventing the Government. He 
stood right here at this lectern on the 
Republican side and talked for nearly 
an hour about making Government 
customer-friendly and constituent-re
sponsi ve. He talked about the old order 
and the new order. He talked about lis
tening to employees and bringing them 
in on the decisionmaking. He talked 
about cutting redtape, reducing the bu
reaucracy, and changing the procure
ment process. 

We on the Republican side found that 
we have much in common with the 
Vice President. We share much of his 
goal and his vision. 

I congratulate Speaker GINGRICH on 
inviting the Vice President to engage 
in a bipartisan dialog. I hope that 
Members on both sides of the aisle can 
follow this example set by Speaker 
GINGRICH and the Vice President. I 
hope that the sniping ends. It is always 
easy to build yourself up at the expense 
of the institution, but I hope that we 
do what the Vice President and Speak
er GINGRICH did today. We have much 
in common. We have much to accom
plish, and we can do it together. 
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RAISING INTEREST RATES MAKES 
NO SENSE 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and. extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the President, with support 
of Republican leadership, proposed 
committing $20 billion to Mexico to 
prop up the peso. Today the Federal 
Reserve, behind closed doors, will de
cide whether or not to raise interest 
rates yet again. 

Mr. Greenspan has lobbied Congress 
relentlessly in recent days on behalf of 
the Mexican bailout. But by raising in~ 
terest rates again, Mr. Greenspan will 
contribute to a further weakening of 
the Mexican peso. By raising interest 
rates again, more importantly, Mr. 
Greenspan will make it harder for 
American families to pay for houses, to 
pay for cars, to pay for student loans. 
And by raising interest rates again Mr. 
Greenspan threatens to choke off the 

recovery. Higher rates will also make 
it harder to pay off the $20 billion the 
President and Republican leadership 
wants to send to Mexico. 

Excuse me, Mr. Speaker, raising in
terest rates simply makes no sense. 

OPPOSE MEXICAN BAILOUT 
(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, the Amer
ican taxpayer and the people of Mexico 
haye had a heavy load added to their 
backpack yesterday. The American 
taxpayers and others for the sixth time 
have bailed out Mexico now in the last 
12 years. Remember the Baker plan and 
the Brady plan? They were supposed to 
have ended the Mexican debt crisis 
back in 1990. 

This is a serious problem, and one of 
the reasons is this: In Mexico they are 
paying as high as 20 percent, 25 per
cent, as high as 51 percent on these 
bonds. How can these poor people pos
sibly come out from under this heavy 
burden? 

I hope that the people here in Con
gress will speak out and oppose this 
outrageous direct transfer of wealth 
from the pockets of the American tax
payers to the pockets not of the people 
of Mexico, but to the Mexican elite. 
They have more billionaires in Mexico 
per capita than any country in the 
world. They are taking their money 
out, putting it into our country, and 
we are taking the taxpayers' money 
and putting it into Mexico. 

It does not make sense. This is a very 
bad deal for us. No wonder the Amer
ican people are again singing the old 
ballad "16 Tons," "Another day older, 
and deeper in debt." I feel sorry for the 
American taxpayer and the poor people 
of Mexico. 

NO GOVERNMENT BAILOUT FOR 
BAD INVESTMENTS IN MEXICO 

(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the $40 billion 
bailout of Mexico and in very strong 
opposition to President Clinton's effort 
to circumvent the congressional proc
ess. At a time when this country has a 
$200 billion deficit and when Members 
of Congress are proposing cutbacks in 
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, 
veterans programs, and nutritional 
programs for hungry children, it is ab
surd to put $40 billion of American tax
payers' money at risk in an unstable 
Mexican economy and an unstable 
Mexican political system. 

If large banks and Wall Street invest
ment houses want to purchase Mexican 
bonds at high interest rates, they have 

every right in the world to do so. But 
these big money interests do not have 
the right to be bailed out by Govern
ment when their investments turn 
sour. 

UNFUNDED MANDATE REFORM 
ACT OF 1995 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). Pursuant to House Resolution 
38 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the further consideration of the 
bill, H.R. 5. 
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Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5, to 
curb the practice of imposing unfunded 
Federal mandates on States and local 
governments, to ensure that the Fed
eral Government pays the costs in
curred by those governments in com
plying with certain requirements under 
Federal statutes and regulations, and 
to provide information on the cost of 
Federal mandates on the private sec
tor, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
EMERSON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, Jan
uary 31, 1995, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN] had been disposed of, and title 
III was open for amendment at any 
point. 

Are there further amendments to 
title III? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
will state it. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, we have four Members who want
ed to offer their amendments. They are 
not here. I wonder if it is possible to re
serve 5 or 10 minutes of their time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
may move to strike the last word, and 
she would be recognized for 5 minutes, 
or any Member may move to strike the 
last word. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MINETA 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, pursu
ant to the rule, I offer an amendment, 
amendment numbered 95. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MINETA: In sec
tion 301, at the end of the proposed section 
421(4) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, add the following: 
Such term shall not be construed to include 
a provision in legislation, statute, or regula
tion that preempts a State, local, or tribal 
government from enacting or enforcing a 
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law, regulating, or other provision having 
the force of law related to economic regula
tion, including limitations on revenues to 
such governments. 

Mr. MINET A. Mr. Chairman, in gen
eral the bill before us is an attempt to 
limit the intrusiveness of the Federal 
Government into the business of State 
and local governments and private 
businesses. Many of us disagree with 
how the bill goes about meeting those 
objectives, but we do not disagree with 
the objectives themselves. 

In the area of transportation, eco
nomic regulation in particular, I have 
been among the most consistent advo
cates of the economic deregulation of 
transportation. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is very familiar with my 
efforts as a deregulator, because he has 
been an important part of those efforts, 
and so have many Members on his side 
of the aisle. 

In the past 15 years, we have largely 
deregulated the airlines, pipelines, 
trucking, and railroads. We have dra
matically reduced the intrusiveness of 
government into the marketplace. And 
in every instance we have concluded 
that what we wanted to achieve was 
deregulation, not a substitute of State 
regulation for Federal regulation. 

Deregulation means get government 
out of the issue. It does not mean close 
the Civil Aeronautics Board only to 
substitute 50 State Civil Aeronautics 
Boards. 

In every one of these deregulation ef
forts, we have not only told the Fed
eral Government to get out of eco
nomic regulation, we have told the 
States not to get into it. And that is 
the only way we can increase reliance 
on the marketplace. 

This unfunded mandates bill would 
inadvertently apply to efforts to de
regulate industries. H.R. 5 not only 
makes it more difficult to tell States 
what they have to do, it also makes it 
more difficult to tell States what they 
cannot do, including that they cannot 
regulate industries that we have just 
deregulated. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not what the 
Members of this House intend for this 
bill to do. It is not what the Senate bill 
does. This is an unintended con
sequence that we ought to correct, and 
my amendment does that. 

Let me give a specific example. Last 
August we brought to the floor legisla
tion which very substantially deregu
lated the economic regulation of the 
trucking industry. Many of you 
thought of it as the Fed Ex bill, or the 
UPS bill, but it was in fact very broad 
deregulation legislation affecting most 
of the trucking industry. That bill 
would have been considered an un
funded mandate under H.R. 5 because it 
told the States they could not regulate 
those industries. 
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None of us considered that an un

funded mandate, but H.R. 5 does. That 

bill would have been required to have 
extensive analyses set out in H.R. 5, 
which quite probably would have 
meant we would not have had time to 
enact it in the closing weeks of the last 
Congress. 

The same kinds of problems arise 
with regard to deregulation of pipe
lines, . of railroads, and of other indus
tries we are looking at for future de
regulation. 

These problems arise with respect to 
any clarifying bills we may need to do 
in the future, to preserve the deregula
tion of industries that we have already 
deregulated. This is not what the Mem
bers of this House intend for this bill to 
do. 

I know that the track record so far 
on the Democratic amendments to this 
bill is not good. But I appeal to the 
manager of the bill that my amend
ment supports one of the underlying 
objectives of the bill, less government 
regulation. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT]. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA], the ranking Democratic 
member on the Committee on Trans
portation and Infrastructure. 

I am a former chairman of the Ten
nessee Public Service Commission, so I 
have seen how regulation works and it 
can work very efficiently and effec
tively. I also have seen examples where 
it has not worked, where it has cost 
consumers billions of dollars. 

I might say about our legislation, 
that the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINET A] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and the 
vast majority of the Members of the 
House of Representatives and the Sen
ate all supported this last year, that it 
was to deregulate the trucking indus
try. But I do think what the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA] has said 
is correct. This is an unintended con
sequence that we ought to correct. 

I realize that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and others 
have stated that they do not support 
amendments, but I hope they will 
make an exception to the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NET A] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MINET A 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. CLEMENT. I would hope that the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT] and the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and all of those 
of us that support H.R. 5-and I strong
ly support H.R. 5-I will vote for final 
passage, a lot of Democrats, lot of Re
publicans will join hands in a very bi
partisan manner. I do not like un
funded mandates. 

But this is not the intention of this 
particular amendment. Do not strangle 

us. Do not put us in a straitjacket. We 
very well are going to be looking at 
some other deregulation down the 
road. We have not finished that task. 
Surely we have had much that we can 
be proud of over the last 15 years, such 
as deregulation of airlines, pipelines, 
trucking, and railroads. 

This is the beginning for the Com
mittee on Transportation and Infra
structure. In order to ensure that busi
nesses and industry have an oppor
tunity to compete without all these 
rules and regulations, let us adopt the 
Mineta amendment and let us be bipar
tisan about it. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op
position to the amendment of my 
friend from California, a mentor on the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. I know and appreciate and 
am sensitive to his concerns. 

But I rise in opposition to the amend
ment because the amendment really 
broadly exempts Federal preemption of 
State law from the definition of man
dates. This includes any Federal limi
tation on revenues that a State or 
local government can otherwise law
fully collect. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this amend
ment was drafted primarily in response 
to concerns raised by the railroad in
dustry. The railroads' particularly con
cern is an inclusion in the bill of man
dates that require States or local gov
ernments to forgo revenues might ad
versely affect a provision of law en
acted in 1976 that prohibits States and 
local governments from discriminating 
against railroads in taxation. 

The most important point to be made 
is the same point that has been made 
over and over again during the debate 
on this bill, and that is that this bill 
does not affect existing mandates. 

The point of order this the bill cre
ates applies only to bills brought to the 
House floor after October 1, 1995, which 
is the effective date of the legislation. 

The real question, Mr. Chairman, is 
whether a similar preemption of State 
law in future bills that limits the abil
ity of a State to collect an otherwise 
lawful tax should be subject to the pro
cedures established by H.R. 5. 

The State tax officials make a com
pelling case that Federal laws that re
strict States and local governments 
from employing tax practices which 
would otherwise be legal under the U.S. 
Constitution have exactly the same im
pact as an expenditure mandate. 

So I believe that the same procedure 
should be applied to these preemption 
provisions. If Congress believes and de
cides that the national interest re
quires placing restrictions on States' 
ability to raise lawful taxes, then it is 
not unreasonable to require a majority 
vote to waive that point of order. 

So I must oppose the gentleman's 
amendment. 
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Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman as I have 

indicated, the Senate bill relative to 
their legislation on unfunded mandates 
does not contain this unintended con
sequence of making it more difficult to 
deregulate. 

I would like to ask my very fine col
league from Pennsylvania, if I can get 
a commitment from the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that he will revisit 
this issue in conference and attempt to 
keep this bill from making it harder to 
deregulate. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
assure the gentleman that that, as the 
gentleman says, that is a conferential 
issue. It is one that I will certainly be 
willing to revisit and to work with the 
gentleman. As I say, at this point I am 
not convinced that it is necessary but 
will be happy to revisit the matter in 
conference. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to title III? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: Insert 
the following new paragraphs at the end of 
the proposed section 424(a) of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974: 

" (5) CONSIDERATION OF COST SAVINGS FROM 
FEDERAL MANDATES.-For each bill or joint 
resolution of a public character reported by 
any committee that establishes, modifies, or 
repeals a Federal mandate, the Director 
shall prepare and submit to the committee a 
statement describing the cost savings that 
would accrue to the private and public sec
tors from such Federal mandate, including 
long and short term health care and environ
mental cost savings. Such statements shall 
include a quantitative assessment of such 
cost savings to the extent practicable. 

" (6) CONSIDERATION OF BENEFITS OF FED-
, ERAL MANDATES.-For each bill or joint reso
lution of a public character reported by any 
committee that establishes, modifies, or re
peals a Federal mandate, the Director shall 
prepare and submit to the committee a 
statement describing the benefits of such 
Federal mandate, including benefits to 
human health, welfare, the environment, and 
the economy. Such statement shall include a 
quantitative assessment of such benefits to 
the extent practicable. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this amendment along with my col
leagues, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. WAXMAN], the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FARR]. 

This amendment simply provides for 
full and unbiased information. It pro-

vides that the CBO include an estimate 
of long- and short-term health care and 
environmental cost savings and other 
benefits of unfunded mandates. 

The bottom line is the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act threatens to dis
mantle many laws that protect the 
public health and the environment. 
This is because State and local govern
ments need to heed these laws just like 
the private sector. 

When we consider the merits of man
dates like the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, OSHA, and bills regulating the 
disposal of medical waste, we should be 
aware of the costs imposed on local 
governments. That is absolutely appro
priate. But we should also be equally 
aware of the cost savings, the cost sav
ings expected from these mandates. 

The true cost of a bill is the direct 
cost imposed minus the cost savings. 
This amendment ensures that the CBO 
estimate the true cost. 

If this amendment is adopted, we will 
be less likely to discard preventative 
legislation that is cost effective in the 
long run. 

Prevention is much cheaper than a 
cure. But prevention has a short-term 
direct cost. If this amendment is not 
adopted, we will only be informed of 
that short-term direct cost and will 
not be told about the expected cost 
savings. 

Cost savings is not a small part of 
the equation. H.R. 5 threatens astro
nomical health care costs at a time 
when we want to save money. Today 
one in three of us will get cancer and, 
frankly, one in four of us will die of it. 
Over 60 different occupations are at a 
documented risk of cancer, including 
farmers, petrochemical workers, asbes
tos workers, plastics manufacturers, 
and radiation workers. 

Under H.R. 5 it will be much harder 
to respond to this expensive and debili
tating health care crisis and easier for 
shortsighted private industries to ig
nore it. We need access to real costs, 
including the long-term medical costs 
that will result if we fail to respond. 
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Lung cancer is the No. 1 cancer killer 

in America, yet H.R. 5 will hamstring 
us from imposing indoor air laws limit
ing tobacco smoke in workplaces and 
public places. The cost of imposing no
smoking areas is minuscule-minus
cule in comparison to the cost of treat
ing lung cancer. This amendment 
would clearly show the cost difference. 

H.R. 5 also threatens, in my view, un
acceptable environmental contamina
tion and extremely expensive cleanup 
costs. Superfund sites littering the Na
tion are left festering because they are 
so expensive to clean up. It would have 
been more cost effective to prevent 
that contamination in the first place. 
We cannot foresee all future environ
mental problems. That is one reason 
we cannot say that current laws do an 

adequate job protecting us, but the 
CBO estimate of environmental cost 
savings will help us identify those cost
effective bills. 

Fortunately, the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act does not apply to "emer
gency legislation," but how will we 
know when there is a health care or an 
environmental emergency? The best 
way is to adopt this amendment which 
would indicate when the savings 
strongly outweigh the short-term di
rect costs and a crisis is at hand. 

This amendment also requires a CBO 
analysis of the benefits of the legisla
tion. As I mentioned earlier, H.R. 5 
could very well destroy our environ
mental and public safety laws. These 
laws not only save money, but they 
prevent needless deaths, pain, suffering 
and environmental degradation. These 
benefits should not be ignored. 

This amendment provides for a CBO 
estimate of the benefits to human 
health, welfare, the environment, and 
the economy. Costs should not be 
viewed in a vacuum. Intelligent deci
sions require a cost-benefit analysis. If 
CBO provides information on costs, 
which is absolutely appropriate, and 
benefits, we would have access to a 
consistent and an unbiased cost-benefit 
analysis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND
ERS] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SANDERS 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I fully 
support the current provisions that re
quire a CBO estimate of the costs to 
State and local governments of un
funded mandates. That is very impor
tant. That is very important. But these 
estimates alone misrepresent the true 
cost of legislation and ignore its bene
fits. This amendment corrects that 
fatal flaw. This amendment helps us 
fulfill the laudable purposes spelled out 
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. 

Its purposes include, and I quote 
from the bill, "to end the imposition, 
in the absence of full consideration by 
Congress, of Federal mandates,'' and 
" to assist Congress in its consideration 
of the proposed legislation * * * by es
tablishing a mechanism to bring such 
information to the attention of the 
Senate and House * * * and to promote 
informed and deliberate decisions by 
Congress.'' 

If Members support these purposes, I 
urge Members to support this amend
ment. 

The CBO will not always be able to 
provide a quantitative cost-benefit 
analysis. This amendment recognizes 
this limitation and only requires quan
titative analyses when practicable, but 
when it is practicable, we need to be 
aware of all essential pieces of infor
mation. Uninformed decisions do not 
lead to cost-effective decisions. Let us 
save money and pass intelligent legis
lation that is not shortsighted. 
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I urge the Members to vote for this 

amendment, and vote for full and unbi
ased information. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentleman's 
amendment, very briefly, just to state 
that I think that the role that the gen
tleman would have the CBO assume is 
not a role that they are clearly de
signed to do. Their role is to find out 
the cost of what things are and not 
really make policy decisions. 

What the amendment would do is re
quire CBO to become really a policy 
adviser or a policy evaluator. Requir
ing it to do cost-benefit analysis I 
think would really put it very close to 
policy advocacy. 

I think the other thing that needs to 
be said about this is that the commit
tee itself is charged in our bill with 
doing a cost-benefit analysis of the 
mandates. 

I think finally it can be said that 
clearly the advocates for a particular 
mandate and the need to pass it 
through are certainly going to be 
pointing out the benefits of that. So I 
do not think we are losing sight of the 
benefit. 

What we have had is we have only 
considered the benefits in the past. 
Now we are going to be required to con
sider the costs, and I think there is an 
equilibrium that did not exist before. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
yielding. I would simply like to echo 
his statement about the congressional 
budget. 

I am opposed to this amendment be
cause it seems to me that we are look
ing at an additional $4112 million for the 
Congressional Budget Office, simply to 
address the question of cost, and this 
amendment goes beyond that, and I be
lieve goes beyond even the purview of 
the Congressional Budget Office in 
dealing with issues like unfunded man
dates. 

It is for that reason I join with the 
distinguished chairman of the Govern
ment Reform and Oversight Committee 
in insisting that this amendment be de
feated. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, just 
briefly, I think the gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] makes a very 
sound point as to cost effectiveness, 
and the benefits of preventive care is 
one example. It is a consideration Con
gress ought to take into account on the 
floor and even in committee. 

What CBO told us that they can do 
and they are required to do under this 
legislation, if we look at title III, a net 
savings analysis. In other words, they 
will look at quantifiable costs and ben-

efits, but CBO, as my colleague stated, 
simply cannot do the more subjective 
analysis. Committees can do that. In 
fact they are required under this legis
lation to look at both the costs and 
benefits and that will then come to the 
floor. 

The gentleman makes a good point, 
that the point of this legislation is to 
have an accountability and to have in
formed, deliberate debate on the floor 
of the House. The benefits will be ana
lyzed by the committee. That informa
tion will be in the committee report, 
and the report will be part of the de
bate on the floor. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no argument with my friend that it is 
important for us to know the costs of 
the legislation we are proposing, no ar
gument about that. But I think my 
friends would also not deny that some 
legislation is cost effective. If one 
could make the case that by promoting 
x policy that cost us $1 million we save 
$10 million in increased heal th care 
costs, I am sure all three of the gentle
men would be in agreement that was a 
good piece of legislation. 

Mr. CLINGER. I would agree with the 
gentleman. 

Let me reclaim my time to say we 
just do not think that is an appropriate 
place to have that done. We think it is 
much more appropriate in the commit
tees which consist of elected Members 
to make those kinds of policy deci
sions, because it really is a policy deci
sion. So our only objection is the ap
propriate place is not the Congres
sional Budget Office, which, let us face 
it, are number crunchers. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this amendment because I think 
it is absolutely appropriate that we re
search and identify the impacts of all 
congressional legislation. But H.R. 5, 
as it is drafted, would only give us half 
the picture. We need the whole picture 
to make well-reasoned decisions. 

I would like to add, I am a small 
business owner and I cannot imagine 
any business doing a cost-benefit anal
ysis that only looked at the cost and 
not at the benefits. 

I would like to speak about a very 
tragic situation that we are currently 
experiencing in the Pacific Northwest, 
that is the demise of our legendary 
salmon runs. At one time 16 million 
fish returned to the Columbia River to 
spawn each year, and now they are 
only numbered in the thousands, and 
several species have been listed under 
the Endangered Species Act. And when 
we analyze recovery methods in order 
to bring back this great run, we need 
to clean up our polluted rivers, modify 
the hydroelectric system, we have to 

look at the whole cost of implementing 
these initiatives. But we also have to 
say what are the economic benefits 
that happen to the Northwest if we 
bring back our salmon. 

There are some figures that I think 
are quite indicative of the problems if 
we do not look at both sides. 

As recently as 1988, commercial and 
recreational salmon fisheries produced 
62,000 jobs in my area, and they con
tributed over $1.25 billion annually to 
the economy. Much of that bounty was 
returned and will be returned to the re
gion if we can recover our salmon runs. 
So surely this information is an inte
gral part of the debate over whether 
and how much to increase salmon re
covery efforts. 

D 1210 
In my belief, it is only through a fair 

comparison between the costs and the 
benefits that we can assess the merits 
of new legislative mandates, and so I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
very reasonable and very businesslike 
amendment to the bill that is before 
us. 

I urge support of the Sanders amend
ment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment as a cosponsor. I support 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

I had a similar amendment in the 
RECORD, and I would hope that we 
would have the debate on this amend
ment. I think, considering all the talk 
about cost-benefit analysis in this bill, 
it is certainly fitting to request CBO do 
a cost-benefit analysis on Federal man
dates that takes into account the long
and short-term savings and benefits of 
those future actions-the cost benefits 
as well as the costs to State and the 
National Government. 

The fact of the matter is H.R. 5's pro
visions regarding CBO's cost estimates 
and future legislation concentrates 
only on the direct costs of bills without 
regard to the cost savings or benefits. 
Oftentimes the impact of the most sig
nificant legislation will not be realized 
for many years to come. 

It would be flawed public policy to 
reject these proposals based upon 
short-term cost accounting without 
taking into consideration long-term 
benefits or savings. . 

As for an argument that this amend
ment places an unreasonable burden on 
CBO, I would submit the unreasonable 
at least significant burden already ex
ists in the bill and that this amend
ment merely brings fairness and bal
ance and integrity to the CBO role. 
Certainly the requirements in the pro
posed legislation are difficult for CBO 
to fulfill, the current requirements. 
But to analyze such in a vacuum is not 
responsible. If the CBO is going to be 
charged with the duty to crunch the 
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numbers for Federal mandates, then it 
logically follows they should be look
ing at the whole picture, both debit 
and credit sides of the spreadsheet, not 
just the debit. 

This amendment calls for the CBO to 
quantitatively assess the savings from 
Federal mandate that generate health 
care and environmental costs of abate
ment, for example. These are legiti
mate savings. If a policy eliminates 
contamination of a city's drinking 
water supply that has · physically 
harmed thousands of residents that 
constitutes a cost savings, then it must 
be taken into account. A system, for 
instance, that eliminates the 
microsporidium in Milwaukee 's city 
water supply, Mr. Chairman, is one 
such example. 

The amendment calls for the CBO to 
quantitatively assess benefits for Fed
eral mandates to human health, wel
fare, the environment, and the econ
omy. These, of course, are legitimate 
benefits. If a rail safety policy staves 
off a train accident that results in a 
spill of a highly hazardous industrial 
chemical into a waterway, that con
stitutes a real benefit , and must be 
taken into account. 

The point is CBO should include cost 
savings and benefits in their cost esti
mates of the Federal mandates. This 
should not be left to the committee, 
since it is CBO's count that carries the 
weight in this bill. That is the inten
tion. That is why there are going to be 
points of order raised on this floor and 
apparently addressed. 

There must be integrity in the CBO's 
cost estimates, and this amendment 
provides such integrity. 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, through 
this debate we have heard about that 
this is only information. But what is 
becoming apparent today as we focus 
in on this, it is limited information, 
and I understand CBO information on 
the Federal Government side of the 
ledger; we have had that historically. 
We have not had points of order nec
essarily on the CBO estimate or scor
ing information or had special votes to 
deal with the information. But we have 
had that CBO information before the 
House, and benefit from such data. 

This process in the proposed measure 
is untried and untested, what they are 
setting up now, and what is advanced 
in this legislation. There is not a model 
now to understand exactly how it will 
function. 

What we have today, of course, are 
the figures that come out of the States 
which I would suggest are not accurate 
and generally, I think, carry more of 
an ideological concern about what the 
Federal Government may require with 
regards to motor-voter or other types 
of activities. 

The fact is having objection informa
tion will be helpful. But I think it 
ought to be, as I said, not considered in 
a vacuum. It ought to consider both 

the benefits and the costs of that pro
gram or of not carrying forth such ac
tivity. We ought to know the costs of 
not doing it, if it is possible. 

I understand this is a difficult re
sponsibility being placed on CBO, Mr. 
Chairman, but it is no more difficult 
than some of the other aspects that are 
represented in this bill. 

I think if we were to go forward with
out this, obviously, it will disadvan
tage those that may be trying to solve 
these broad problems which have, after 
all, been visited upon the Federal Gov
ernment, left on our national doorstep, 
because throughout the 200 years of our 
Federal system many States, either 
through compacts or other exercises of 
powers, did not address those particu
lar responsibilities. 

This new federalism today, Mr. 
Chairman, I think is a curious way to 
resolve problems. But at the very least, 
if all we want is information here, I do 
not understand why the benefit value 
should be rejected out of hand as ap
parently it is by some of the advocates 
of this bill today. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the 
Sanders amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, the 
same supporters are the ones who 
voted to gut every other provision of 
this bill in terms of the type of legisla
tive discretion we would have, who it 
applies to, who is exempted, and if we 
adopt this today, it will do the same 
thing. 

The problem has been all along we 
have been full of benefits, as these bills 
come to the floor of the Congress of the 
United States, finding all the great 
benefits that are going to result if we 
pass this bill. 

What we have failed to look at are 
what are the costs going to be. What 
are the costs going to be to the people 
who ultimately pay these? Because 
none of these items are for free. In
stead of Congress funding them, we are 
sending them down to the localities. 

This amendment changes the role of 
CBO from looking at the costs, of 
starting to weigh benefits .. That is our 
job as Members. It will already be con
tained in the committee reports. 

I think the bottom line is that the 
American people are tired of the trick
le-down taxes that have resulted from 
our actions here as we look at the ben
efits which are presented, very ably, by 
authors of the different mandates, and 
they are contained very fully in the 
committee reports. But the costs are 
not contained, resulting in trickle
down taxes. 

They are tired of cost-shifting from 
these mandates from the Federal in
come tax to local property taxes. They 
are tired of seeing local governments, 
which I have been involved with for 15 
years before coming to this body, hav
ing to cut aid to schools, having to cut 

aid to, or having to close community 
centers, having to lay off police offi
cers to fund mandates that emanate 
from here. 

It is the costs we are concerned 
about. The benefits are readily con
tained already in committee reports. 
That is what has been driving this car 
from the inception. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DA VIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, in all 
honesty, I really sincerely believe this 
should not be a political debate for this 
reason: Any sensible business person 
invests in the future. He or she pur
chases, say, new machinery, new tech
nology. If the only part of the equation 
that one looked at was the million dol
lars one invested in new technology 
without looking at the cost savings 
that are coming down the road, that 
would be a very poor business person. I 
do not think we disagree on that. 

Mr. DA VIS. We do not. CBO's role 
versus what is our role. 

Mr. SANDERS. That is right. What 
you have proposed which makes sense 
is you want an objective analysis of the 
costs involved in a mandate. Fair 
enough. I agree with you. It seems to 
me what we want is an objective, non
political analysis as best as they could 
do which certainly will not be perfect 
in terms of the benefits, as well. 

So that they could come forward, not 
in a political way, not on a 16 to 13 
committee vote; they say, "Look, if 
you invest $10 million, you are going to 
save $100 million in health care costs." 
Then you analyze that objectively as 
opposed to the partisanship which so 
often exists in committees. 

Mr. DA VIS. I understand the gentle
man's point. I think we need to get a 
handle on what the benefits are. I just 
do not think the CBO is the direction 
to go. As I looked at the committee re
ports on bills reported through, the 
benefits have been outlined fully. The 
benefits is what have been driving leg
islation emanating from Congress for 
the last 50 years, and the costs have 
really been hidden. 

There is a balance here, but I think 
they are going to be clearly under
scored in the reports, and we have that 
ability, the authors of these bills, as 
they move through in the authorizing 
committee, to lay out what the bene
fits are. It is not CBO's job. That is 
why I oppose the amendment. I think 
it defeats what we are trying to do. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DA VIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I have supported any 
number of exemptions to this bill, but 
I want to make it clear I have no objec
tion to the information that is being 
asked for in this mandated bill . I do ob
ject to the unusual procedure that 
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would be implemented on this floor in 
terms of implementing the legislation. 

I think in this case we could say the 
same thing. You say that information 
is already available through the com
mittee process. Then if it is already 
available, why not incorporate it into 
the CBO? 

It is not the intention here to under
mine or undercut the legislation, sim
ply to provide the perspective on a bal
anced basis of having both sides of the 
benefits that can be achieved and are 
achieved which there would be little 
argument about. If it is not possible to 
quantify that, then they would not be 
able to do that. 

In fact, I suggest the gentleman's 
legislation under rules and regulations 
provisions, pages 16 through 22, has the 
same sort of language in it in terms of 
q uali ta ti ve and q uan ti ta ti ve analysis if 
it is possible. 

Mr. DAVIS. I thank the gentleman. I 
think we just disagree about the best 
way to get to that. 

I think the committee reports are 
going to amplify what the benefits are 
as they traditionally have done. That 
will be available to the Congress before 
they vote on it. 

What this bill does for the first time 
is it brings accountability as to who is 
going to pay for it. That is why it is 
important. I think this amendment 
really defeats that purpose. 

0 1220 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment as coauthor. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
my colleagues, the gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN], and the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO], on their efforts toward bring
ing some balance to this bill. 

I think that the authors of the bill 
ought to consider very carefully that 
this bill needs to be balanced out. 

Mr. Chairman, in recent days this 
body has dealt with such heady issues 
as amendments to our U.S. Constitu
tion. 

Many of our colleagues lately have 
taken to reading the Federalist Papers. 

In that vein, I would like to remind 
everyone of something the Preamble to 
the Constitution says, which is to " pro
mote the general welfare" of the Unit
ed States. 

This bill does not promote the gen
eral welfare of the United States be
cause it creates a system under which 
laws, designed to promote the general 
welfare, can be circumvented. 

Mr. Chairman, every equation has 
two parts. The part before the equal. 
sign and the part after it. If the pur
pose of this bill is to agree that we 
must measure the cost of legislation to 
the State and local governments-the 
part before the equal sign, then should 

we not also agree that we must meas
ure the benefits of legislation to the 
people as well-the part after the equal 
sign? 

This bill is weighted only on one side; 
the cost side. But in many cases, the 
benefits outweigh the costs. Unfortu
nately, the bill does not provide for 
that estimate to be made a part of the 
equation. 

Under H.R. 5, city and State govern
ments would be exempt from basic 
rules that now protect the heal th and 
well-being of hundreds of millions of 
Americans. For example: 

City and county water utilities would 
be exempt from rules to disinfect their 
water. 

When workers remove lead or asbes
tos from government buildings, they 
would be exempt from rules that they 
must follow careful procedures to limit 
toxic dust. 

City-run garbage dumps would be ex
empt from requirements to use liners 
as necessary to limit water contamina
tion and city garbage incinerators 
would be exempt from requirements to 
install equipment to limit toxic · air 
pollution. 

.Unless we insist on measuring the 
benefits of a policy and not just the 
cost, many health, safety, and environ
mental protections will be lost to us. 

Let me make the argument another 
way. This bill could mean the unravel
ing of the Clean Water Act. Despite the 
progress we have made since passage of 
the Clean Water Act, there were still 
over 2,600 beach closings in 1992 due to 
pollution and over 4,000 fish advisories 
or bans are in place around the country 
today. Under H.R. 5, instead of reduc
ing beach closings or fish advisories, 
we will see more closed beaches and 
more fish advisories. We will be moving 
backward. Is that what we want? 

Despite the progress we have made 
since passage of the Clean Air Act, over 
70 million Americans still live in cities 
that violate air quality standards de
signed to protect human health. Under 
H.R. 5 those 70 million Americans may 
never get a breath of fresh air, ever. Is 
that what we want? 

Despite the progress we have made 
since passage of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, over 28 million Americans 
drank tapwater that violated health
based standards in 1991-92. Do you want 
to risk your family 's or your neigh
bor's health because of this bill? 

The benefit of policies enacted by 
this Congress must be weighed against 
the cost. It is only fair. It is part of the 
equation. 

I ask everyone to support this 
amendment. 

Let us not leave here just knowing 
the cost of everything and the value of 
nothing. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. FARR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to associate 
myself with the gentleman's state
ment. The fact is that the suggestion 
was made that this bill is going to stop 
some of the unfunded mandates that 
are going on, that the bill somehow 
will reduce the cost to local govern
ments. I would suggest to the Members 
on the floor and the committee that 
wrote this bill that this bill has noth
ing to do with stopping unfunded man
dates. In other words, the presumption 
is if the costs are laid out before the 
Members, that we did not know what 
we were doing, and therefore we would 
reject the legislation out of hand. I 
would suggest under the bill that may 
be possible. It may be any time there is 
costs associated with anything that 
the Members will not consider it, along 
with some of the other concerns. But 
the issue here is to try to safeguard, 
putting in place the balance of what 
the benefits are in an objective way. If 
you have ever read committee reports 
lately you would find out that they are 
not always completely objective, at 
least with the minority and majority 
opinions. So they advance a heck of an 
argument or a position. 

The fact is I have no concern about 
getting the information, the objective 
information. In fact, we know what we 
are doing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. FARR] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. VENTO and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. FARR was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. FARR. I yield further to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for continuing to yield. 

Mr. Chairman, the implication is 
that the Congress somehow does not 
know what they are doing in terms of 
when we pass there and advancing cer
tain benefits to the people we rep
resent. The reason the national govern
ment or the Federal Government has 
taken on the role it has in past years is 
not because of some plot that exists or 
strategy in the halls of some political 
party. It is because the American pub
lic has sought and advanced those par
ticular goals and policies. 

So the information as far as I am 
concerned, its disclosure would be ad
mirable. I would think this further dis
closure of information with regard to 
benefits is absolutely essential to 
make fairer judgments. I would hope 
that the other side, whether it is in 
this amendment or in the decisions we 
make, would in fact consider them and 
safeguard that as a very important as
peot of our role. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I think at 
a time when we are putting emphasis 
on cost-benefits it is ironic that this 
bill puts all the emphasis on cost and 
none on the benefits. 
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Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Let me outline briefly what is in the 
legislation with regard to the balance 
that the . gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO] referred to. It is simply 
unfair to say that the benefits are not 
to be considered; in fact, they are re
quired to be considered. 

To repeat, section 423 requires the 
committees to perform a cost-benefit 
analysis. Section 421(7)(c) requires CBO 
again to calculate not only the cost 
but also the net savings. Any cost anal
ysis, including cost analysis of the 
threshold, has to be net savings to the 
local government. Section 202 says 
agencies must perform a cost-benefit 
analysis. 

I would also say that all the exam
ples listed by my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FARR], are 
those under existing mandates and 
none of those are covered by this bill. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 2 addi-'
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] has pre
viously spoken. His request requires 
unanimous consent. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Vermont? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let me 
conclude by just saying this: The truth 
is there is not a heck of a lot of dif
ference of opinion on this issue. 

The strength of the bill that is com
ing before us is it says, provide infor
mation, information, objective infor
mation to the Members of Congress so 
they can assess the benefits of a par
ticular piece of legislation. If we spend 
a billion dollars and we get minimal re
sults, it is a bad piece of legislation. If 
we spend $1 billion and we save $5 bil
lion, you would not disagree with me 
that it is a good piece of legislation. 

All that this amendment does is to 
try to make objective that process. If I 
present to you a bill and I say trust me 
this is going to save huge amounts of 
money, you are probably not going to 
trust me, you will think that I just 
want to get the amendment through 
for a dozen different reasons. 

But if I say, "Hey, the objective CBO 
people who have done the costs associ
ated with it have also done the benefits 
associated with it," I hope and expect 
that you would look at it and you 
would say, "You know what, it is · a 
good investment for a billion dollars." 

So what this does is it takes away 
the partisanship, it takes away the pol
itics, and asks for an objective analysis 
so that all of us could make a good 
cost-benefit analysis. I would very 
much hope that my friends would sup
port this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 15-minute 

vote. 
The vote. was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 152, noes 254, 
not voting 28, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Barrett (WI) 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clybur1: 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gephardt 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Blute 

[Roll No. 80] 
AYES-152 

Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hllliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mlller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 

NOES-254 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Browder 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 

Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL) 
Po shard 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Studds 
Stupak 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traf1cant 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 

Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forb'es 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frlsa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 

Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 

Qulllen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-28 
Becerra 
Bevill 
Bllley 
Chapman 
Coleman 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Fazio 
Gejdenson 
Gunderson 

Hefner 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Is took 
Mfume 
Mollohan 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Sabo 
Sisisky 

D 1249 

Stockman 
Stokes 
Talent 
Tucker 
Watts (OK) 
Wilson 
Wise 
Yates 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Fazio for, with Mr. Watts of Oklahoma 

against. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid
ably detained by official business outside of 
the Chamber, and was therefore unable to 
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vote during rollcall No. 80. Had I been present 
I would have voted "aye." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I was, unfortu
nately, detained in my congressional district in 
Baltimore earlier today and thus forced to miss 
a record vote. Specifically, I was not present 
to record my vote on rollcall vote No. 80, the 
amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS of Ver
mont. 

Had I been here I would have voted "yea." 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VOLKMER 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment printed in the RECORD 
as amendment No. 25. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. VOLKMER: 
Amend Section 301 of H.R. 5 as reported as 
follows: 

Page 23, line 25 strike "except-" and in
sert in lieu thereof " or"; and 

Page 24 strike lines 1 through 6. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment addresses the definition 
stage of the bill with regard to Federal 
intergovernmental mandates. Under 
that definition, a mandate is any provi
sion in legislation, statute, or regula
tion that would impose an enforceable 
duty upon States, local governments, 
or tribal governments, except-and this 
is a very large exception-the excep
tion is a condition of Federal assist
ance or a duty arising from participa
tion in a voluntary Federal program 
except as provided in subparagraph B, 
where you have such things as AFDC 
and other entitlement programs that 
are not within the exception. 

Now, what does that mean? That 
means basically, Mr. Chairman, that 
whenever we have a bill coming down, 
whether it is a Federal highway bill, I 
can put any mandate on that bill that 
this Congress or anybody else would 
like to put on it, and it does not have 
to do with Federal highways, it just 
means a condition of your getting your 
Federal highway funds that you are 
going to have to abide by if you want 
your Federal highway funds. 

If we set up a grant program and the 
States necessarily are going to have to 
utilize that money in order to perform 
a certain function of government, and 
then we could put any type of mandate 
on that. 

Now, that is going to be happening, 
for those of you that may be listening, 
that is going to be happening in a cou
ple of weeks. You are going to have 
that type of mandate. 

We had it last year in the crime bill. 
In the crime bill there is a provision 
for prison construction. In that provi
sion, you have a requirement that you 
have a truth-in-sentencing provision in 
your State before you are eligible for 
one-half of those funds. 

Now, how does that work? That 
means that if your State does not have 

a truth-in-sentencing provision law, 
then you do not get any of the money. 

It also means that if you enact a 
truth-in-sentencing law, which I agree 
with as far as the States having that 
right to do it, I believe the States 
should have the right to have a truth
in-sentencing law, if they wish to do 
so, and if I was a State legislator I 
would push for it, and we in Missouri 
already have one, and I would like to 
talk about that in a few minutes, but I 
would like to talk about those States 
that do not have one. 

If they enact one, what does that 
mean? That means their convicted fel
ons, violent criminals, are going to 
have to spend at least 85 percent of 
their term, whatever they are given, in 
prison before they are released on pa
role, probation, or any other thing. 

That means your State is going to 
have to expend a whole bunch of money 
for prisoners, and that is not even 
taken into account. We do not take 
that into account at all. 

Later on when we get to the crime 
package, that is going to happen. 

What happened to the State of Mis
souri? Like I said, we have what we 
thought was a truth-in-sentencing law, 
and we applied for funds under this pro
vision. Our problem is we now consider 
a dangerous felon sufficient to serve 85 
percent of their sentence. We do not 
say a violent criminal. We said a dan
gerous felon. And that is characterized 
by criminal intent and irreparable 
harm. 

What has happened under this defini
tion we had last year in the crime bill 
and we are going to have in the new 
crime bill, we now are required to im
mediately build 5,633 additional beds in 
order to qualify for the funds that are 
coming from the taxpayers. Remember 
that, 5,633. 

But guess what, folks? How much 
money are we going to get? We are 
only going to get enough money for 
1,859 beds. 

You talk about an unfunded man
date, it is either that or not build pris
ons. I thought we were up here to help 
States build prisons. We are actually 
going backward, folks. We are not 
going to be building them. The States 
are not going to be building them 
under this type of provision. 

We do not just let the States, instead 
of even putting these conditions on 
grants, let the States use that money 
that comes from the taxpayers. That is 
where it comes from; it does not grow 
on trees; it does not come from the 
sky. It comes from taxpayers. And 
those are the same taxpayers that are 
sending money up here to send to State 
governments to send to local govern
ments. And I believe those people 
should be able to determine if they are 
qualified, if they have a need for a cor
rectional facility, and if we have the 
money to give to them, and it seems we 
do, why do we put these conditions 

that work just the opposite of what 
you want to do? Because that has hap
pened in my State, to the chairman's 
State. Instead of giving us money for 
those 5,633 additional beds, we get 
money only for 1,859 beds. 

Mr. Chairman, there are certain 
things as a person who stands here 
today that believes in States' rights 
that I have found in the past to be very 
onerous, what we have done even on 
the highway bills. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VOLK
MER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve the States should have a right to 
determine whether or not certain of
fenses, like DWI's, should be pros
ecuted and given certain penalties. I 
believe that the States should have the 
right to determine whether or not per
sons should ride down the highway 
with a motorcycle helmet or not. I be
lieve States should have the right to 
determine whether or not you have 
seatbelt laws and all these other 
things. 

But in the Congress, the Congress in 
the past has done all those things, plus 
others. And under this bill, you will 
continue to see it done. You are going 
to continue to see it done. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we should 
really seriously consider if we want to 
continue to do that, if we want to con
tinue to mandate policy decisions; it 
will not cost a lot of money, some of 
them will, but some of them do not, 
policy decisions, should the States 
have the decisionmaking power, or 
should we require it from here? 

That is the reason I offer this, just to 
point out to the Members that some
times those so-called mandates that 
are not under our definition mandates 
become as onerous as the mandates 
that are in this bill and that have to go 
through a process before they can be 
considered. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the purpose of 
the amendment. I will announce to the 
House that I brought it up just for the 
purpose of discussion. I believe it is a 
matter that needs to be discussed here. 

I do not plan to go ahead and ask for 
a vote on the amendment. When the 
discussion is completed, I will ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. But I do believe we need 
to have a discussion. 

D 1300 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

First of all, I. want to compliment the 
gentleman from Missouri for offering 
this issue for discussion in the format 
to which it has been offered. I think 
this is an important issue, both gen
erally and specific, with respect to 
prisons. I have to say, first, that as a 
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general principle, if the amendment 
were to proceed, and I understood the 
gentleman has offered it really as ave
hicle for discussing this issue, I would 
not support it, because I believe that 
the exemption we have provided for 
Federal grants from this bill is appro
priate. 

I think Congress ought to retain the 
right, regardless of which political phi
losophy or which political party might 
happen from time to time to be the ma
jority, to have the power to say, we are 
setting aside a certain amount of 
money in grants. And if the State 
wants this grant money, the State may 
have to apply certain policies that we 
are trying to accomplish. 

Now, whether individual policies are 
appropriate or not appropriate may be 
a secondary but important subject. 

I am merely indicating, Mr. Chair
man, that I think Congress has the 
right to say, with respect to grants, we 
have taken the political responsibility 
to raise this money and, therefore, we 
believe certain policy aims should be 
achieved by those States that wish to 
apply for it. States are not required to 
apply for it. And this is on any particu
lar, any particular subject. 

Now, the gentleman has more par
ticularly focused on the coming crime 
bills that will shortly reach the House 
floor, I believe. And particularly to one 
bill which provides a further grant, I do 
not say "grant," I say "further grant," 
because there is already a provision in 
the existing crime bill that passed last 
year which has commonly been called 
truth in sentencing. That is a grant 
that would be used by States that 
would impose a minimum time served 
of 85 percent of a prison term by con
victed felons. In terms of the bill actu
ally proposed, not all felons but second 
convicted violent felons. 

Now, the gentleman from Missouri 
raises a very good point about should 
Congress in the specific area of law en
forcement, should Congress block grant 
money to States and local governments 
and say, here, you choose what you 
think best will serve your citizens in 
terms of law enforcement and crime 
prevention. Or, should Congress put 
certain requirements as it does in 
grants that are not in law enforce
ment? 

Well, this is a very, very important 
issue that the gentleman from Missouri 
has raised, because the bill that passed 
in 1994, the crime bill, contains a myr
iad of requirements after every grant, 
whether it is for law enforcement offi
cers or whether it is for prisons or 
whether it is for what are called the 
prevention programs, there are page 
after page after page of requirements 
for States and local governments to 
comply with in order to apply for these 
grants. 

And the great bulk of these require
ments would be eliminated in the bill 
that is proposed, that is in the Com
mittee on the Judiciary right now. 
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The current bill that is pending 
would take the proposed funding for 
police, for law enforcement and for pre
vention programs essentially into a 
block grant that would give the States 
the choice, you choose how to best 
serve your citizens. I think this is im
portant. 

I think that once we recognize, as we 
should, that State and local govern
ments is primarily responsible for 
fighting crime, particularly violent 
crime, that we should remove all these 
pages of restrictions that we put on 
these grants last year. 

I would say that, speaking for my
self, and the majority of Members ei
ther in the Committee on the Judiciary 
or on this floor may or may not agree, 
I think the one exception that we are 
proposing in the area of prison grants, 
and that is prison grants for States 
that adopt truth in sentencing, which I 
am sorry to say my own State of New 
Mexico is nowhere near, our State 
gives up to 50 percent off sentences for 
good time credit to murderers, but to 
encourage that policy, I think makes 
sense, because that is a more expensive 
policy. 

Those States which adopt truth in 
sentencing, that is serving 85 percent 
of sentences, given the convicted 
criminals, either to a portion of con
victed criminals or to all convicted 
criminals, are required to pay an extra 
expense, certainly an incarceration 
cost for that policy. 

We think it makes sense to try to 
help those States that are pursuing 
that policy. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHIFF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to point out that I agree with the 
State of Missouri that has the truth in 
sentencing provision, except it does not 
meet exactly the Federal language that 
the gentleman used in the statute last 
year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SCHIFF] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. VOLKMER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SCHIFF was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, as a 
result, I have given you exactly what 
has happened. We, in Missouri, are 
building prisons from State funds, et 
cetera. In fact the Governor's budget 
that was just introduced in the legisla
ture within the last couple weeks pro
vides for an additional $27 million in 
our own funds to build more correc
tional facilities, which we know we are 
going to need. 

It costs money to put people in peni
tentiaries. I think we have to recognize 
that. 

Now, whenever we write this, surely 
in the future, if we have to, maybe we 

can work together and come up with 
some language, surely when we do it. If 
the State of New Mexico, in their wis
dom, would pass a law that they 
thought met the requirement for 85 
percent service in sentencing for vio
lent criminals, surely if they passed it 
but because there is a little discrep
ancy in the wording that they do not 
get the full benefit that you actually 
mandated, they tell us from the De
partment of Justice that in order to 
get the money we have to build peni
tentiaries big enough for 5,633 beds. 
But they are only going to give us 
money for 1,859 beds. 

Now, wait a minute. There is some
thing wrong here. Even if we talk 
about matching funds, that is only 
about 25 percent. What is going on? 

Mr. SCHIFF. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I would say that it is 
our purpose in a grant program to as
sist States. I do not think we are nec
essarily agreeing to take over all costs 
of a given project. I think even, I be
lieve the highway construction pro
gram even is a 90/10 percent division be
tween the Federal Government and 
State governments. So I think that we 
are still following the same path. 

If we assist the State of Missouri in 
approaching truth in sentencing--

Mr. VOLKMER. Would it not be bet
ter to say that we are going to require 
you, if you want this money, you are 
going to have to build 5,633 beds, and 
we will give you the money for around 
4,000? Would that not be more in line 
with it than us giving you a little bit? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SCHIFF] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SCHIFF 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SCHIFF. Well, I would like to 
say that that is a matter then of fund
ing. It is a matter of authorization. 
And I believe in truth in sentencing. I 
do not believe that every person con
victed of a crime needs to be nec
essarily sentenced to prison. But I 
think those who are sent to prison 
should serve basically the sentence im
posed by the judge, not only for the in
tegrity of the criminal justice system 
but for public safety. 

So I believe in the program. I would 
be willing to work with the gentleman 
in finding as much authorization and 
funding to support that, if we pass the 
bill. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, my 
last question, What is really the gen
tleman's intent? Do we want to build 
more prisons out there so that we can 
put these crooks away and keep them 
there where they should be, or do we 
want to make the States put an 85 per
cent truth-in-sentencing law? Which 
one? 

Mr. SCHIFF. I think ultimately the 
proponents of the crime bill would like 
to see both. 
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Mr. VOLKMER. I do not think the 

way it is worded and the way it is 
working that you are going to do both. 
That is my problem. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I think in working with 
those States that have the philosophy 
of truth in sentencing, I think we can 
work toward that goal. 

Mr. VOLKMER. In closing, I would 
like to say in Missouri's instance, for 
treating all the States that already 
have an 85 percent this way, it is not a 
very good feeling. You are making us 
come up with about 75 percent of the 
money. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHIFF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, let 
me just make a quick point at the risk 
of stopping this debate on the crime 
bill, which may solve all of our crime 
bill pro bl ems, let me get back to the 
amendment for a moment and say I 
think it is an extremely helpful amend
ment. I congratulate the gentleman for 
offering it. I think it focuses us on the 
very issue that this legislation is try
ing to address but goes even broader. 
And that is the question of conditional 
assistance from the Federal Govern
ment and voluntary programs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SCHIFF] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. PORTMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SCHIFF was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. PORTMAN. I, for one, would be 
very pleased to work with the gen
tleman, I know the majority side 
would, on trying to make sense out of 
some of these Federal requirements. 
There needs to be more flexibility. 
That is the point of the whole debate. 
The gentleman's amendment would go 
even further than the legislation does, 
of course. But I commend the gen
tleman for raising the issue. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

0 1310 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur

ther amendments to title III? 
Are there any other amendments to 

the bill? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOGGETT 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, amendment No. 76. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DOGGETT: At 
the end, add the following new title: 

TITLE IV-SUNSET 
SEC. 401. TERMINATION DATE. 

This Act shall cease to be in effect on Jan
uary 3, 2000. 

· Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
come from America's Sun Belt, with a 
strong belief in sunshine for our Gov
ernment and a commitment to sunset 
for new Government initiatives, includ
ing even the most well-intentioned and 
appealing reforms, such as that pro
vided us today by the distinguished au
thors of H.R. 5, a measure that I per
sonally support. 

Too often this Congress has · em
barked on ventures that were undoubt
edly very well motivated by the very 
best of intentions, and they sounded 
great when they were presented in this 
Hall, but somewhere between the belt
way and the back roads of America, 
somewhere between what was happen
ing in this great building and the bu
reaucracies that implemented that leg
islation, a great new statutory scheme, 
beginning as a bright, beamy, sunshiny 
idea, left many people in America with 
simply a bad burn. 

In Texas, when we get too much gov
ernment sun, we have got a solution. I 
am not talking about an extra applica
tion of Coppertone. Rather, Mr. Chair
man, we force periodic review of new 
government initiatives through a sys
tematic sunset process. Government 
statutes simply should not have a 
claim to immortality. 

In Texas, we believe that a periodic 
top-to-bottom reconsideration of new 
laws, agencies, and programs is 
heal thy, it is good for the programs, it 
is good for those administering the pro
grams, but most importantly, it is 
good for the people that have to pay 
the bill, the taxpayers. 

We have found that through a peri
odic review process, the Texas Sunset 
Act, which I was the author of in the 
Texas State Senate, that we have been 
able to accomplish over 200 sunset re
views. We have repealed statutes, we 
have consolidated and abolished agen
cies, and the Texas Treasury is about 
$500 million the better off for it, which 
is a good bit of money, even in this 
town. 

If a new proposal like the one that is 
advanced here today is so sound and so 
beneficial, and it has no harmful side 
effects, as its supporters have very 
forcefully advised us to be the case, 
then this measure can certainly stand 
in deep benefit from periodic review. 

Therefore, this amendment, Mr. 
Chairman, places a 5-year life on this 
reform. By adopting the amendment 
today, we can guarantee ourselves a 
built-in opportunity to fix any unfore
seen consequences of this major new 
reform. 

Mr. Chairman, in listening to what 
my State and local officials have had 
to say very convincingly in support of 
H.R. 5, I am struck by how often they 
suggest that we would not have this 
unfunded mandate problem in the first 
place if the statutes approved in this 
Congress had had some limitation on 
their life. 

If Congress had had a firm sunset 
process for new Government initia
tives, we would not need an unfunded 
mandate bill, because we would have 
been able to review those initiatives 
and do something about them. 

Therefore, what I try to accomplish 
through this amendment, Mr. Chair
man, is to see that we do not repeat 
that same old mistake with today's re
form proposal. Let us provide for its 
sunset today, right now, so we will be 
forced to come back to this Congress, 
reconsider the road we have taken, 
thinking that we are taking the right 
road, but perhaps seeing some diver
sion down the road as it is imple
mented, and see that we achieve all 
that the supporters have told us we can 
achieve, and avoid the evils that have 
been advanced by various detractors 
through the last several days of debate. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill that we are 
debating is a complicated measure. It 
could dramatically alter how the Fed
eral Government operates. I hope in 
some regards it does change the way 
the Federal Government operates, and 
for the better, but it also has the po
tential for some unanticipated harm. 

Many Members have raised what 
seem to me to be legitimate questions 
about it. By adopting this sunset 
amendment, we can make sure that we 
really get what we are being promised 
in the course of this debate. Let us 
adopt the amendment, review the re
forms, make sure they actually fulfill 
the author's promises, like this Con
gress should have done in the first 
place with unfunded mandates. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we are doing some 
very simple and basic things with this 
legislation. We so often have gotten 
away from the intent here. We are in
creasing the level of accountability in 
this House. 

We are not saying that an unfunded 
mandate cannot be imposed on State 
and local governments. Many of us 
here feel very strongly that that 
should not happen, but what this legis
lation does is, it simply says that if we 
are going to do it, we are going to have 
an up-or-down vote. 

If that procedure fails, if that proce
dure fails, I do not believe we should 
wait until the year 2000, I do not be
lieve we should wait until 1997, I do not 
believe we should wait beyond the first 
failure that comes from accountability 
to sunset this thing. I think we should 
actually bring it to an end then. 

That is why I would argue that as we 
look at this issue, Mr. Chairman, we 
are in fact dealing with the concerns 
that conceivably could be raised with 
this amendment by making sure that 
Members of this House actually go on 
record facing these tough decisions, 
which heretofore have been slipped into 
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legislation, making us less than ac
countable. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is a fine argument. However, is 
it not essentially the same argument of 
anyone who has ever advanced a new 
initiative on this floor, when someone 
has suggested, let us review it? You say 
if something proves wrong, maybe we 
can review it in the future, but there is 
no mechanism within the gentleman's 
statute to ensure there is compelled re
view unless we have a sunset process. 

I am for the gentleman's bill. I am 
probably for a number of these other 
bills. However, if we are putting this in 
on measures we are for as well as those 
we are against, we will compel review 
and refocusing of this Congress on the 
statutes it is passing, rather than just 
having more and more regulations. 

Mr. DREIER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, what I would say in re
sponse to that is ·very simply that 
every single piece of legislation that 
goes through the authorization process 
and comes down here will be faced with 
that kind of review, because we will be 
looking at those potential unfunded 
mandates. Points of order will be 
raised. We will be having debate on 
them right here on the House floor , so 
that review process to which my friend 
refers will go on regularly with this 
legislation. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just want to point out that the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT], who 
offers this amendment, said several 
times if we had sunset provisions we 
might not have an unfunded mandate 
pro bl em now. 

It is my understanding that the kind 
of sunset provisions that the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] 
talks about , and of which he is support
ive, and which I am informed have 
worked for new programs and new ini
tiatives set up to expand governmental 
power, here this is a motion, a bill. 
rather, that will reduce governmental 
power. I think in this particular case, a 
sunset provision is not appropriate. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I urge a 
" no" vote on this amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as the debate con
cludes, it is becoming painfully clear 
that this House is responding not to 
the needs of the country, but to the 
needs of doing a bunch of things in 100 
days. 

I was a small boy when the Demo
crats dealt with the 100 days of the New 
Deal. Those were important times. The 

country was going broke. A third of our 
population was out of work. Better 
than a third of the country was ill
housed, ill-clothed, and ill-fed, accord
ing to the President. Homes and farms 
were being foreclosed. Businesses were 
going down the drain. The suicide rate 
was up. They responded in 100 days. 

However, there is nothing like that 
challenging the country at this time. 
What we are doing is rushing to pass an 
assortment of legislation ill-considered 
here, worse considered in 9ommittee. 
This legislation has never had hearings 
in the committee of jurisdiction. 

We are responding to a demand which 
is viewed on that side of the aisle as 
being very important. However, we are 
not considering the basic responsibility 
that we as Members of this body have, 
and that is to legislate well. 

D 1320 
It would be my hope that when the 

100 days that we are dealing with now 
is recalled, it will be a time like the 100 
days of the New Deal when people re
membered it as a time of greatness, 
when the Congress responded well to a 
desperate challenge and to great con
cerns on the part of the people; not, 
not I say, as a period during which the 
Congress, in a prodigious rush, without 
the slightest attention to the details 
and the concerns that the people have, 
or the need to legislate well , would be 
properly addressed. 

We witnessed not only this legisla
tion brought to the floor without hear
ings, but we have watched attempts to 
change the rules of the House, so that 
the chairman of the committee can an
nounce that hearings are going to be 
held on a particular piece of legisla
tion, in 5 minutes, and be there or for
feit your chance to participate. 

In our committee we were about to 
have hearings on a piece of legislation 
to address a major concern of my col
league, again on that side of the aisle, 
and we were going to deal with the 
problem of tort reform. But we are not 
going to hear from the Securities and 
Exchange Commission on the impact 
on investors, and indeed the proposal 
was going to absolve people who act 
with arrogant recklessness from any li
ability for suits under the securities 
laws. How is that to be justified? Or the 
widow who has lost a husband could 
not be the named complainant in a 
lawsuit to protest a wrong which was 
done to her. I think that is unwise. 

We are now considering legislation to 
have risk assessment on a whole broad 
array of statutes not identified in the 
bill, and each of these statutes is dif
ferent. No concern is being given to the 
impact of this one-size-fits-all piece of 
legislation, a bill which would treat 
food and drug orders, with regard to re
moval of things like blood contami
nated with AIDS from the system of 
commerce in this country, the same as 
it would treat regulations relative to 
first-class mail. 

I think that is an unwise course of 
action, and it is one that this Congress, 
in its responsibility to its people, and 
indeed in its responsibilities to itself, 
should avoid. 

I just want my colleagues to know at 
the end of 100 days we are still going to 
be here, the country is still going to be 
here, the business of the Congress is 
still going to be before us. People are 
going to judge us by what we do and 
how well we do it, not whether we rush 
through to get a piece of legislation to 
this floor to pass it, to send it to the 
President's desk. That is not the test. 

The test is are we legislating wisely 
and well? The laws we pass address the 
well-being of 270 million American peo
ple. They deal with their financial se
curity, they deal with their health, 
they deal with the safety of their envi
ronment, they deal with things like nu
clear safety, and food and drugs which 
will affect this generation and future 
generations. And they are going to im
pact, believe it or not, often times ad
versely upon the industry of this coun
try, which thinks it is going to be ben
efited by some of these regulations. 

Bad regulations are also bad for in
dustry, but regulations which cannot 
be brought forward to address the le
gitimate concerns of industry are going 
to be banned or barred or mutilated by 
the process in which we are now en
gaged. 

I would tell my colleagues that the 
process upon which we are engaged now 
is one which may look good at the end 
of 100 days, it may not look too good at 
election time next year, but it is going 
to look a lot worse when the cold light 
of history shines upon the efforts of 
this 100 days, when it is found that we 
proceeded carelessly when we passed 
legislation, when we did not consider 
the concerns and needs and future of 
the people. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we just heard 
a very broad view of probably some of 
the problems that some of us see as ex
cesses which could occur in consider
ation of the program for 100 days or the 
process of moving that legislation 
through without hearings and without 
detailed study and analysis. 

We that have had an opportunity to 
serve in Congress more than one term, 
and I know I have colleagues on both 
the majority side and on our side, favor 
an opportunity to exercise what has 
been less than diligently exercised over 
the course of years, and that is the 
oversight review of the Congress. 

None of us pretend to be the ultimate 
lawgivers, none of us pretend to have 
the expertise to know all of the unin
tended consequences of this legislation 
or other legislation. 

We are in a march, in a move now 
over these next 100 days to make some 
startling changes. 
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The gentleman from California men

tioned we can come back and change 
this bill if it does not work, we can 
come back and change other bills that 
my colleague from Texas and I and 
other Members of the majority intend 
to ask to be considered at the end of 
every bill, the provision to sunset. 

I think the Congress can always 
come back and review and repass bills, 
but those of us who have been here for 
a number of terms know we never get 
around to it. The passage of a bill by 
its very nature constructs an interest 
group, a special interest group that be
comes the promulgators of that bill 
and the continuers of that bill because 
they have a special interest in that 
bill. 

We are fortunate enough to recognize 
the gift that we have before us today 
and start this process, and that is look 
at every piece of constructive legisla
tion we put forth, say that if it is good 
legislation and it does not need any
thing a future Congress will have the 
intelligence to reenact and reauthorize 
that legislation. . 

On the other hand, if after a period of 
time there are inadequacies in the leg
islation, a future Congress will have 
the ability to amend and change, to 
make up for those inadequacies; or if, 
on the other hand, there is abuse or the 
legislation appears not to have solved 
the problem it was tended to solve it 
will automatically go to a timely 
death. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Certainly, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, first I 
want to thank the gentleman for his 
leadership on this issue, because I 
know the gentleman worked hard on 
this in the committee, and for letting 
me as a brandnew member here on 
what is my first amendment partici
pate with the gentleman on this. 

Having only heard the presentation 
of amendments and other Government 
initiatives over C-SPAN myself prior 
to coming here, is not this call for 
more Government oversight on pro
grams something that our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle have de
manded again and again and again 
when there were new initiatives? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. The gentleman 
from Texas is absolutely correct. I 
have sat here for 10 years arid I have 
talked with my friends on the other 
side. Sometimes the C-SPAN audience 
does not realize that indeed we are 
friends, but all of us talked over this 
legislation and we all know that there 
are pieces of legislation that we are 
embarrassed about that do not ade
quately accomplish what they were in
tended to accomplish, but the Congress 
never gets an opportunity to oversight 
or review and return to that legisla
tion. 

What will happen with the gentle
man's amendment and my amendment 

here and the ones we intend to attach 
to future pieces of legislation, it will 
require the Congress to come back and 
face the reality of their legislation, to 
decide that they have to oversight it, 
to have hearings on it , or to reauthor
ize it or let it die. 

Mr. DOGGETT. And if we just pick 
and choose, picking and applying sun
set on Democratic initiatives or apply
ing it on initiatives that we like and 
not to those that we do not like we will 
never get the process in place of having 
farced periodic review and real over
sight, will we? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Absolutely not. Let 
me give an example, and I know the 
gentleman from Texas feels strongly on 
the wetlands legislation. I know a lot 
of my friends on the other side and I 
have seen inadequacies in the legisla
tion, not in the intent but in the appli
cation of the legislation as it affects 
small business people, farmers, resi
dents of our community, all, we have 
heard those woes. If the Congress got 
involved in studying those issues, if we 
took advantage of the modern era of 
electronics and could hold hearings in 
Washington, but have people around 
this country that are directly affected, 
not the interest groups, not the asso
ciations, not the lobbyists, but real, 
live people that are affected by this 
legislation, their few stories could set 
the pace for this Congress to under
stand the underlying logic to redress, 
come back and examine legislation. 

Finally, I would say to the gen
tleman from Texas and my friends on 
the other side, do not fear sunset, do 
not fear sunset, do not fear bringing 
this to a farced review. America is an 
evolving nation. Over 200 years we grew 
from 3 million people to 260 million, 
from 13 States to 50 States. We have to 
take the time to review legislation 
that was even good at the time it was 
enacted but now may be obsolete. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to take this as a nonpartisan 
amendment, and support the principle 
that we can take 5 years, 21/2 Con
gresses and give that next Congress, 
the 107th Congress in its second session 
the opportunity to review what we do 
here to today. 
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Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I will 

not use my entire 5 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, two points: First of 

all, again, with respect to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas, I think sunset provisions make 
eminent sense where there is the cre
ation of a new spending program by a 
level of government to review it to see 
if that spending program merits sup
port in the future instead of becoming 
an entitlement program. 

However, I think it does not fit a pro
cedure by which we will be limiting the 
passing of certain bills. I think the two 
just do not fit together. 

I would like to speak more generally 
on the last several comments I have 
heard and what the gist of them seems 
to me to be, Mr. Chairman, is that we 
are moving too fast, and we do not 
know all of the ramifications of bills 
we are considering. 

You know, back on the first day of 
the 104th Congress, the first day, we 
made a number of changes in how this 
institution runs. Just one was to elimi
nate proxy voting where Members were 
absent from committees, but their 
votes were still cast just as if they 
were there, and just as if they had lis
tened to the debate on amendments by 
committee chairmen who, with the use 
of those proxies, ruled the roost. You 
could ask for all the votes you wanted 
in committee, and you knew that if the 
Chair of that committee did not agree 
with you, no matter how the votes 
went, as a practical matter, on the 
floor of that committee you were going 
to lose the vote on the proxy vote, the 
use of the absent members' votes. That 
was a reform everyone knew was over
due. 

We did not need to start from scratch 
as if we had never heard of proxy vot
ing. We did not need to have hearings 
about it. I believe that particular re
form passed unanimously or almost 
unanimously on the first day. 

I think that is the situation we have 
today with unfunded mandates. This is 
not an unheard of problem. In fact, the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations, which we put in the 
bill as the monitoring agency on this 
issue, has for years brought this issue 
to the attention of Congress, all with
out any action by the previous Con
gresses. 

The only difference here is that the 
104th Congress, I believe, will take ac
tion with respect to this very serious 
problem. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to make a gen
eral comment. I heard a few minutes 
ago one of the Members make reference 
to this is as a 100-day agenda, and what 
we are doing here today is doing what 
is not necessarily good for the country 
in the long term, but we are pushing a 
100-day agenda. I want to make it per
fectly clear, and excuse me for taking 
issue with you on that statement, but 
this is not a 100-day agenda that we are 
working on today. 

This is an issue that we have been 
coming to grips with for years. We 
have introduced unfunded mandate leg
islation years ago, not exactly the 
same legislation, but we have intro
duced a number of bills years ago , had 
hearings, formed caucuses. This is an 
agenda about unfunded mandates. This 
is not a Republican issue. This is not a 
Democratic issue. This is an issue 
about the American people, and we 
need to respond to it in that way, not 
that it is a 100-day issue. 
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Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONDIT. I yield to the gen

tleman from Ohio. 
Mr. PORTMAN. The gentleman and I 

were both on the committee last year, 
the Committee on Government Oper
ations, when legislation substantially 
similar to this legislation was passed 
by a vote of 35 to 4 after 3 hearings in 
my subcommittee and hearings at the 
full-committee level. This is not a new 
issue. 

Mr. CONDIT. Reclaiming my time, 
that is only the point I want to make. 
I am not speaking to the issue of the 
amendment. 

I just simply want to say that some 
of us believe this is good for the coun
try. We believe it is good for local gov
ernment, for State government, for us 
to be forced to take accountability for 
our actions here, and we are not throw
ing in with anybody's agenda for 100 
days. We are doing what we think is 
right, those of us who support the un
funded mandate legislation. 

I want to make that perfectly clear 
to my side of the aisle. We are not 
throwing in with anybody's 100-day 
agenda. We are doing what is right, 
what we feel is right. It is consistent 
with what we have been doing not just 
the last couple of weeks but for the 
last few years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 145, noes 283, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Barela 
Barrett (WI) 
Be Henson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 

[Roll No. 81] 

AYES-145 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fields (LA) 
Flin er 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hastings <FL) 
Hefner 
H1111ard 
Hinchey 
Hoekstra 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kllnk 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 

~~~l~z 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 

Mlller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevlll 
Bllbray 
B111rakls 
Bllley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon ma 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambllss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Cllnger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubln 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doollttle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Richardson 
Rivers 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 

NOES-283 

Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrllch 
Emerson 
Engllsh 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frellnghuysen 
Frlsa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gllchrest 
Glllmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodllng 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hllleary 
Hobson 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
lnglls 
ls took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson , Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 

Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wllllams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lewis <CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBlondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martin! 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Ml ca 
Ml11er (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Qulllen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 

Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Slsisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smlth(TX) 
Smlth(WA) 
Solomon 

Becerra 
Chapman 

Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Tlahrt 
Torklldsen 
Torres 
Traflcant 
Upton 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 

NOT VOTING-6 
Cooley 
Houghton 
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Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wllson 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Leach 
Radanovlch 

Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. GORDON 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. VENTO changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. MORAN 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. MORAN: 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited a.s the "Fiscal Ac
countability and Intergovernmental Reform 
Act" ("FAIR Act"). 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds and de
clares: 

(1) Federal legislation and regulatory re
quirements impose burdens on State and 
local resources to implement federally man
dated programs without fully evaluating the 
costs to State and local governments associ
ated with compliance with those require
ments and often times without provisions of 
adequate federal financial assistance. These 
Federal legislative and regulatory initia
tives--

(A) force State and local governments to 
utilize scarce public resources to comply 
with Federal mandates; 

(B) prevent these resources from being 
available to meet local needs; and 

(C) detract from the ability of State and 
local governments to establish local prior
ities for use of local public resources. 

(2) Federal legislation and regulatory pro
grams result in inefficient utilization of eco
nomic resources, thereby reducing the pool 
of resources available-

(A) to enhance productivity, and increase 
the quantity and quality of goods and serv
ices produced by the American economy; and 

(B) to enhance international competitive
ness. 

(3) In implementing Congressional policy, 
Federal agencies should, consistent with the 
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requirements of Federal law, seek to imple
ment statutory requirements, to the maxi
mum extent feasible, in a manner which 
minimizes-

(A) the inefficient allocation of economic 
resources; 

(B) the burden such requirements impose 
on use of local public resources by State and 
local governments; and 

(C) the adverse economic effects of such 
regulations on productivity, economic 
growth, full employment, creation of produc
tive jobs, and international competitiveness 
of American goods and services. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this act 
are: 

(1) To assist Congress in consideration of 
proposed legislation establishing or revising 
Federal programs so as to assure that, to the 
maximum extent practicable, legislation en
acted by Congress will-

(A) minimize the burden of such legislation 
on expenditure of scarce local public re
sources by State and local governments; 

(B) minimize inefficient allocation of eco
nomic resources; and 

(C) reduce the adverse effect of such legis
lation-

(i) on the ability of State and local govern
mental entities to use local public resources 
to meet local needs and to establish local 
priorities for local public resources, and 

(ii) on allocation of economic resources, 
productivity, economic growth, full employ
ment, creation of productive jobs, and inter
national competitiveness. 

(2) To require Federal agencies to exercise 
discretionary authority and to implement 
statutory requirements in a manner which is 
consistent with fulfillment of each agency's 
mission and with the requirements of other 
laws, minimizes the impact regulations and 
other major Federal actions affecting the 
economy have on-

(A) the ability of State and local govern
mental entities to use local public resources 
to meet local needs; and 

(B) the allocation of economic resources, 
productivity, economic growth, full employ
ment, creation of productive jobs, and inter
national competitiveness of American goods 
and services. 

TITLE I-LEGISLATIVE REFORM 
SEC. 101. REPORTS ON LEGISLATION. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.-(1) Except as pro
vided in paragraph (2), whenever a commit
tee of either House reports a bill or resolu
tion of a public character to its House which 
mandates unfunded requirements upon State 
or local governments or the private sector, 
the report accompanying that bill or resolu
tion shall contain an analysis, prepared after 
consultation with the Director of the Con
gressional Budget Office, detailing the effect 
of the new requirements on-

(A) State and local government expendi
tures necessary to comply with Federal man
dates: 

(B) private businesses, including the eco
nomic resources required annually to comply 
with the legislation and implementing regu
lations; and 

(C) economic growth and competitiveness. 
(2) EXCEPTION.-The requirements of para

graph (1) shall not apply to any bill or reso
lution with respect to which the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office certifies in 
writing to the Chairman of the Committee 
reporting the legislation that the estimated 
costs to State and local governments and the 
private sector of implementation of such leg
islation during the first three years will not 
exceed $50,000,000 in the aggregate and during 
the first five years will not exceed 

$100,000,000 in the aggregate. For this pur
pose, a year shall be a period of three hun
dred and sixty five consecutive days. 

(b) DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE.-The Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office shall prepare for 
each bill or resolution of a public character 
reported by any committee of the House of 
Representatives or of the Senate, an eco
nomic analysis of the effects of such bill or 
resolution, satisfying the requirements of 
subsection (a). The analysis prepared by the 
Director of the Congressional Budget Office 
shall be included in the report accompanying 
such bill or resolution if timely submitted to 
such committee before such report is filed. 

(C) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO POINT OF 
ORDER.-Any bill or resolution shall be sub
ject to a point of order against consideration 
of the bill by the House of Representatives or 
the Senate (as the case may be) if such bill 
or resolution is reported for consideration by 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
unaccompanied by the analysis required by 
this section. 
SEC. 102. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

The provisions of this title are enacted by 
the Congress-

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen
ate, respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, and such rules shall supersede 
other rules only to the extent that they are 
inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to such House) at 
any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of such House. 
SEC. 103. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title shall apply to any bill or resolu
tion ordered reported by any committee of 
the House of Representatives or of the Sen
ate after the date of enactment of this Act. 

TITLE II-FEDERAL 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

SEC. 201. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS. 
The Congress authorizes and directs that, 

to the fullest extent practicable: 
(1) the policies, regulations, and public 

laws of the United States shall be inter
preted and administered in accordance with 
the purposes of this Act; 

(2) all agencies of the Federal Government 
shall, consistent with attainment of the re
quirements of Federal law, minimize-

(A) the burden which rules and other major 
Federal actions affecting the economy im
pose on State and local governments, 

(B) the effect of rules and other major Fed
eral actions affecting the economy on alloca
tion of private economic resources, and 

(C) the adverse effects of rules and other 
major Federal actions affecting the economy 
on productivity, economic growth, full em
ployment, creation of productive, and inter
national competitiveness of American goods 
and services; and 

(3) in promulgating new rules, reviewing 
existing rules, developing legislative propos
als , or initiating any other major Federal ac
tion identifies two or more alternatives 
which will satisfy the agency's statutory ob
ligations, the agency shall-

(A) select the alternative which, on bal
ance-

(i) imposes the least burden on expenditure 
of local public resources by State and local 
governments, and 

(ii) has the least adverse effect on produc
tivity, economic growth, full employment, 

creation of productive jobs, and inter
national competitiveness of American goods 
or services; or 

(B) provide a written statement-
(i) that the agency's failure to select such 

alternative is precluded by the requirements 
of Federal law; or 

(ii) that the agency's failure to select such 
alternative is consistent with the purposes of 
this Act. 
SEC. 202. INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND ECONOMIC 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT. 
(a) REQUIREMENT.-Whenever an agency 

publishes a general notice of proposed rule
making for any proposed rule, and before ini
tiating any other major Federal action af
fecting the economy, the agency shall pre
pare and make available for public comment 
an Intergovernmental and Economic Impact 
Assessment. Such Assessment shall be pub
lished in the Federal Register at the time of 
the publication of general notice of proposed 
rulemaking for the rule or prior to imple
menting such other major agency action af
fecting the economy. 

(b) CONTENT.-Each Intergovernmental and 
Economic Impact Assessment required under 
this section shall contain-

(1) a description of the reasons why action 
by the agency is being considered; 

(2) a succinct statement of the objective of, 
and legal basis for, the proposed rule or 
other action; and 

(3) a description and an estimate of the ef
fect the proposed rule or other major Federal 
action will have on_: 

(A) expenditure of State or local public re
sources by State and local governments, 

(B) allocation of economic resources, and 
(C) productivity, economic growth, full 

employment, creation of productive jobs, 
and international competitiveness of Amer
ican goods and services. 

(C) ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED.-Each 
Intergovernmental and Economic Impact As
sessment shall also contain a detailed de
scription of any significant alternatives to 
the proposed rule or other major Federal ac
tion which would accomplish applicable stat
utory objectives while reducing-

(1) the need for· expenditure of State or 
local public resources by State and local 
governments; and 

(2) the potential adverse effects of such 
proposed rule or other major Federal action 
on productivity, economic growth, full em
ployment, creation of productive jobs, and 
international competitiveness of American 
goods and services. 
SEC. 203. INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND ECONOMIC 

IMPACT STATEMENT. 
(a) REQUIREMENT.-Whe an agency promul

gates a final rule or implements any other 
major Federal action affecting the economy, 
the agency shall prepare an Intergovern
mental and Economic Impact Statement. 
Each Intergovernmental and Economic Im
pact Statement shall contain-

(1) a succinct statement of the need for, 
and the objectives of, such rule or other 
major Federal action; 

(2) a summary of the issues raised by the 
public comments in response to the publica
tion by the agency of the Economic Impact 
Assessment, a summary of the agency's eval
uation of su"11 issues, and a statement of any 
changes made in the proposed rule or other 
proposed action as a result of such com
ments; 

(3) a description of each of the significant 
alternatives to the rule or other major Fed
eral action affecting the economy, consid
ered by the agency, which, consistent with 
fulfillment of agency statutory obligations, 
would-
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(A) lessen the need for expenditure of State 

or local public resources by State and local 
governments; or 

(B) reduce the potential adverse effects of 
such proposed rule or other major Federal 
action on productivity, economic growth, 
full employment, creation of productive jobs, 
and international competitiveness of Amer
ican goods and services, 
along with a statement of the reasons why 
each such alternatives was rejected by the 
agency; and 

(4) an estimate of the effect the rule or 
other major Federal action will have on-

(A) expenditure of State or local public re
sources by State and local governments; and 

(B) productivity, economic growth, full 
employment, creation of productive jobs, 
and international competitiveness of Amer

. !can goods and services. 
(b) AVAILABILITY.-The agency shall make 

copies of each Intergovernmental and Eco
nomic Impact Statement available to mem
bers of the public and shall publish in the 
Federal Register at the time of publication 
of any final rule or at the time of imple
menting any other major Federal action af
fecting the economy, a statement describing 
how the public may obtain copies of such 
Statement. 
SEC. 204. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS. 

The requirements of this title shall not 
alter in any manner the substantive stand
ards otherwise applicable to the implementa
tion by an agency of statutory requirements 
or to the exercise by an agency of authority 
delegated by law. 
SEC. 2015. EFFECTIVE DATE AND EXEMPI'ION. 

This title shall apply to any rule proposed, 
any final rule promulgated, and any other 
major Federal action affecting the economy 
implemented by any agency after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. This title shall 
not apply to any agency which is not an 
agency within the meaning of section 551(1) 
of title 5, United States Code. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the last amendment that we will offer 
to this bill. It is in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

Mr. Chairman, the vast majority of 
Members of this body recognize that it 
is imperative that we address the issue 
of unfunded mandates upon State and 
local governments and the private sec
tor. 

Speaking as a Democrat, I wish we 
had done this when we were in the ma
jority. We should have, and in many 
ways we should be ashamed that we did 
not. 

Mr. Chairman, I respect the pro
ponents of this legislation. I agree with 
their intent. I think it is time that we 
profoundly alter the way we do busi
ness in Washington, that we accept ac
countability for our actions. 

If we are going to pass legislation, we 
have to be able to prove in a compel
ling fashion that the cost of that legis
lation is less than the benefits that it 
will provide, and we have to respect 
that State and local governments have 
achieved a level of competence, and in 
fact have had that level of competence 
for decades now that may not have 
been there in the 1950's, and the 1960's, 
and early 1970's when we assumed so 
much control at the Federal level. We 

undermined their efforts. We under
mined their ability to determine their 
own priorities, what was best for the 
demography and the geography, for the 
needs of their own jurisdictions. 

This legislation is one of many that 
will in fact empower those State and 
local officials. It is the right thing to 
do. But I want this legislation to be en
during, to effect this profound change. 
My concern is that, if we are not care
ful, the remedy that we write might be 
worse than the malady that we cure. 

For example, Mr. Chairman, this leg
islation will create new entitlement 
programs for virtually every domestic 
discretionary program that we enact 
on this floor. Now we could overturn 
them with a point of order, but the 
point is those that we approve, consist
ent with the intent of this legislation, 
must be fully funded. Entitlement pro
grams are the principal reason we have 
the problem we have now, because they 
have crowded out Federal assistance to 
States and localities. That assistance 
is considered domestic discretionary 
assistance. That is now down to less 
than 20 percent of the budget. It is now 
really only about 12 percent, if we in
clude everything. 

That is the problem. States and lo
calities do not have the money that 
they need to carry out their respon
sibilities, and we are going to create 
more entitlements with this legisla
tion. 

It will also create unequal treatment 
between the public and the private sec
tor. 

D 1400 
It will be very difficult to pass legis

lation that creates national standards 
or that in fact addresses constructively 
the deficit problems that we have. 

For example, and I mentioned this 
last night, we probably need to raise 
the part B premium on Medicare. The 
way this legislation is worded, the 16 
million public employees throughout 
the country that work for States and 
localities and all the various commis
sions, they could be exempt from hav
ing to increase their premium. Those 
employees in the private sector, the 100 
million employees who work for pri
vate businesses, could not possibly be 
exempt. So not only would they pay 
their share, but they would have to 
make up for the fact that 16 million 
public employees did not have to pay 
their share. I do not think that is what 
we wanted to do. 

In fact, there are reasons for national 
standards, and we can go back through 
history, all the way back to the Arti
cles of Confederation when we gave 
complete latitude to States, and it did 
not work. We created a patchwork 
quilt of governance, and we had to re
peal that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MORAN 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MORAN. I am very much con
cerned that as we encourage the pri
vate sector to compete with the public 
sector so we can ensure that we carry 
out our programs in the most efficient 
manner, that we can let the market 
work its natural process so that the 
public sector is not costing two and 
three times as much as it could be done 
for in the private sector for many ac
tivities, whether it be waste disposal, 
public utilities, or any number of other 
things, janitorial services, secretarial 
services. 

All those activities are being 
privatized. States and localities ought 
to be able to privatize them, and pri
vate companies ought to be able to 
compete. They would not be able to 
compete under this legislation because 
we will have Federal standards apply
ing completely to the private sector 
and States and localities would be ex
empt. 

I am offering a substitute amend
ment which was introduced 3 years 
ago. As of last year we had 248 cospon
sors. We stopped getting cosponsors at 
that point because it was clear that the 
vast majority of Members agreed. In 
fact, we had the support of the Na
tional League of Cities, the U.S. Con
ference of Mayors, the National Gov
ernors' Association, all of the State or
ganizations, the National Conference of 
State Legislators, a long list of them. 
They all supported this. 

They do not now, because the current 
legislation goes a step further. It ere- . 
ates an entitlement for every State and 
local grant, and it gives preferential 
treatment to the public sector over the 
private sector. Naturally, they do not 
support it. They want to get as much 
as they can. 

I would suggest that this legislation, 
this substitute amendment, is the kind 
of moderate but profound change that 
will be enduring, that will not require 
that we fix it in 2 or 3 years. We know 
it does not go too far, but it does in the 
right direction. It will require that a 
point of order be raised on any legisla
tion for which we have not obtained a 
complete fiscal impact analysis, not 
only of the public sector activities, but 
of what impact it has on the private 
sector. 

It also enables any Member of this 
body to strike an unfunded Federal 
mandate from the legislation being 
proposed. 

It has a judicial review section; it ap
plies to the executive branch. It will 
require that the executive branch, 
when it issues regulations, to solicit 
from those groups affected what is the 
most efficient way of complying with 
the intent of the legislation. Take the 
ideas that are out there in States and 
localities and private businesses, incor
porate those into your regulations, and 
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let us conduct business in the most ef
ficient, effective, and responsible man
ner. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the sup
port of my colleagues. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would join my col
leagues on both sides from applauding 
the gentleman from Virginia for the 
long hours and much dedication and 
hard work that he has devoted to man
date relief and to the FAIR Act. 

It is unfortunate, as the gentleman 
has already indicated, in the last Con
gress the then-majority party did not 
choose to consider his bill or in fact 
any mandate relief bill, which we were 
all hopeful might have been accom
plished, even though I think the FAIR 
bill had an enormous number of co
sponsors and so forth. 

However, this is a new day and a new 
opportunity to consider a bill which I 
think goes beyond what the FAIR bill 
does. I think it blends the benefits of 
the informational requirements, which 
are vital in the FAIR bill, with the 
added feature of accountability, which 
is, I think, the lack in this bill, is the 
factor accountability. 

Also, I have to say the other failure 
that I personally find disturbing is 
there is no commission to accomplish 
the sorts of things that I hope to ac
complish through the review of the 
ACIR. 

While the gentleman and I agree on 
the need for mandate relief, and I think 
that is a very strongly held belief that 
we must give relief to State and local 
governments and the private sector, I 
must oppose this amendment because I 
do not believe FAIR is the best we can 
do. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
substitute of the distinguished gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Clearly, we have to be much more 
sensitive to the costs that are imposed 
on the State and local governments as 
well as the private sector. I support 
very much the legislation in this 
amendment to rein in unnecessary Fed
eral mandates. That is why I cospon
sored it last year. I received almost 250 
cosponsors. 

Now we have before us the proposal 
to go beyond the Moran substitute and 
to adopt the contract proposal. 

Might I say a word mostly to those 
who are for the Moran substitute but 
who are thinking of voting for the con
tract provision. I recognize very much 
that it is not easy to vote simply for 
the Moran substitute and then against 
the final proposal if the Moran sub
stitute fails, as it is likely to do. But I 
want to speak from personal experi
ence, if I might. 

As I said, it is not easy when you 
favor reining in mandates to oppose 
the contract provision. But let me sug-

gest what would happen. Because of its 
presumptions, because it so stacks the 
deck, because of the technical road
blocks that are set up, I think that a 
lot or some legislation that is in the 
national interest will probably never 
see the light of day. 

Thirty years ago, when I was in the 
State legislature, I worked on special 
education legislation. I did so because I 
was initiated into the problem by 
somebody who worked with me on my 
campaign and had simply one request: 
That if I were elected, I would work on 
special education. In those days, half of 
the handicapped children in Michigan 
did not have a single hour of special 
education opportunity. 

Well, an event occurred. We got mov
ing on a bipartisan basis in Michigan 30 
years ago, and we passed a major spe
cial education reform. There was a lot 
of resistance to its from general edu
cation, believe me. Most of the super
intendents looked at it, I think, very 
provincially. But we passed it. 

But what we could not enact was any 
form of mandatory special education 
within the State. And that meant still 
hundreds of students and in other 
States tens of thousands of students 
with a handicap who had no edu
cational opportunity at all. 

Some years later, the Federal Gov
ernment passed the mandatory special 
education law. What it said was there 
was a national interest in all of the 
handicapped children in this country, 
wherever they lived, having a special 
education opportunity. 
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And there was some funding, but also 
what was created was a local-State-na
tional partnership, when it came to 
handicapped children. If there had not 
been that shared effort, that partner
ship effort, in my judgment today tens 
of thousands of handicapped children 
today would be without an educational 
opportunity. 

I am not for blind unfunded man
dates. I am in favor of this substitute 
because I think it would slow us down 
and make us look, that it would not 
handcuff us when national leadership 
was necessary. The technical road
blocks are immense, the necessity to 
look at tens of thousands of units to 
see their impact when it comes, for ex
ample, to special education, tens of 
thousands and essentially the major 
advantage, the presumptions that are 
given to those who want to avoid na
tional action. 

What probably makes it worse is that 
this heightens the expectations of local 
units that they are going to have a free 
ride, that if there is a national inter
est, there cannot be a partnership of 
local-State-national entities. That is 
probably the worst impact of this. 

So in a word, I very much favor the 
Moran substitute. I favor major re
form. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEVIN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. LEVIN. I favor major reform. I 
think there has to be a major change. 
But I think this is an extreme change. 
What was true of special ed I think 
would have been true and would be true 
today in terms of clean air, in terms of 
clean water. I am not sure the Ameri
cans With Disabilities Act would have 
ever passed. 

So let us be sensible. Let us have 
some kind of balance here. 

I am for a highly reformed federal
ism, but not for the end of it. And I 
think that this bill, without this sub
stitute, is a step backward several hun
dred years instead of forward to a new 
era where there is a true partnership. 

So I just urge my colleagues, though 
the vote may be difficult, to vote their 
conscience and, indeed, vote their local 
interests, acknowledge at times there 
is a need for a merger, a melding of na
tional, State, and local interests. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, first in response to 
my colleague from Michigan, very 
thoughtful comments on the issue of 
unfunded mandates, I know he is sin
cere about his interest in addressing 
the issue. I would say that the conclu
sion he draws is a very different one 
than many of us do. That is to say, we 
believe that having cost information, 
having a debate on the floor as to the 
funding issue and then having a vote 
up or down will not necessarily result 
in important issues like special edu
cation being passed, when appropriate. 

The difference between the Moran 
bill and H.R. 5 before us is that it pro
vides for that debate on the floor and it 
provides for that accountability, the 
vote up or down. 

The cost concerns that the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
raised would be the same concerns in 
the Moran bill as an example. The cost
benefi t analysis is in both pieces of leg
islation. I have to oppose the Moran 
amendment simply because it does not 
go far enough. And in doing so, I will 
once again commend the gentleman 
from Virginia and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] for all 
the work they have put into this. 

As I have said earlier in this debate, 
it is the foundation of this bill, the 
cost part is extremely important. But I 
would also say that there is a crucial 
part missing. At the very least, if we 
think something is important enough 
to mandate from Congress, from the 
Federal level, we ought to be chal
lenged as to paying for that mandate. 
That is all this bill says. And under the 
Moran substitute, we have the cost in
formation, but Congress does not have 
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to face, confront that very crucial 
issue as to whether when we mandate, 
if it is important enough to mandate, 
is it not important enough for us to 
fund it. that is what this legislation 
gets to. 

I would say that we have heard plen
ty of examples in these past 2 weeks of 
the horrors out there in terms of what 
the Federal Government is currently 
doing. It is nothing short of an abuse of 
power from Washington. When we have 
these kinds of examples out there, 
when we have good evidence of such a 
crisis, we ought to act. 

I can just say, in summary, that cost 
information alone is not strong enough 
medicine for what clearly ails us. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PORTMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

I, too, would like to join reluctantly 
opposing this amendment. 

We spent a great deal of time work
ing with the Parliamentarian and in a 
bipartisan way struck an agreement 
with the former chairman of the Com
mit tee on Rules, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY]. And 
that amendment deals with this entire 
issue of points of order, and I believe 
that the accountability that comes 
about with H.R. 5 is very adequately 
addressed. 

We looked at this point-of-order 
question in a clearly bipartisan way, 
and it is my hope that the House will 
recognize that time and effort was 
spent doing just that and will, in fact, 
reject this substitute, which clearly re
peals that bipartisan agreement. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, rise in reluc
tant opposition to the Moran amend
ment. But I want to take a moment to 
just note that the reason we are here 
today is because there has been a bi
partisan effort under way for the last 3 
or 4 years. And the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] has been one of 
the real leaders in that effort. 

He did so much to build the f ounda
tion for the bill that we consider today. 
I supported his bill last year. I support 
the bill under consideration today, be
cause it does carry it one step further, 
a very important step further, in my 
opinion, to make sure that we embed in 
our law the principle that if it is im
portant enough to pass it, it is impor
tant enough to pay for it. But we would 
not be here today, we would not have 
this bill ready, as it is, for consider
ation on the floor if it had not been for 
the leadership that the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] has shown on 
this issue. 

He has drawn on his experience in 
city government. He brought a wealth 
of understanding of this issue to the 

U.S. Congress. And he has contributed 
so much to the development of this leg
islation, to educating the Congress on 
the principles that underlie this legis
lation. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] for what he has 
done. Again, it is with great reluctance 
that I oppose this amendment, which 
by itself would have been a big step for
ward. In the last Congress it would 
have been as much as we could have 
gotten done. 

The bill we have in front of us now 
does carry it to the next step. I support 
the bill in front of us for that reason. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT], 
another person who has been such a 
leader in this bipartisan effort, worked 
with the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN], worked with the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], in 
bringing this legislation to the floor. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I too, 
rise, reluctantly opposed to the sub
stitute amendment by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

I want to tell my colleagues that the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
is an example of a long-term effort, 
that he has not agreed to any 100-day 
agenda. He has been involved in this 
issue for a long period of time. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. PETE 
GEREN] is absolutely correct. We would 
not be at this stage today had it not 
been for the efforts of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. He has 
been a fighter for putting a stop to un
funded mandates, for us to deal with 
this in a responsible way. 

We both got involved in this issue. He 
took a little different path than some 
of the rest of us, but I commend him 
and congratulate him for his effort and 
think that he is a reason that we are 
going to be, I believe, successful on the 
floor today on passage of this bill. I 
support H.R. 5. I think it is the right 
way to go. 

With all due respect to the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] I 
ask my colleagues not to support the 
substitute amendment. Let us move 
H.R. 5. It is, I think, a big step for us 
in putting a stop to unfunded man
dates. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I join many of my col
leagues in the legislation which I be
lieve is the most bipartisan of the two 
major bills before us, and that is the 
Moran legislation. I commend it to my 
colleagues as the real genuine biparti
san article. 

I say that only because of the num
ber of cosponsors on both sides. It is 
true that H.R. 5 has at least a tinge of 
bipartisanship to it. But if one looks at 
the cosponsorship that the Moran bill 
had, one finds that more than half the 

Members of the House had cosponsored 
the bipartisan effort of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN], a Demo
crat, and the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING], a Republican. 

0 1420 
About half of the Members of the Re

publican side had cosponsored the piece 
of legislation offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. I believe it 
is more thoughtful, and I believe it is 
not captive to the baby and the bath 
water syndrome which I think drives 
H.R. 5. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word 
about the whole purpose here. I am, of 
course, speaking for myself in giving 
my own opinion. I do not believe the ef
fort in H.R. 5 is as benign as it is 
upheld to be. Some say the sole pur
pose of it is to reduce the number of 
Federal requirements, or eliminate the 
number of Federal requirements that 
are there, unless there is money to 
back those requirements, and that is 
the sole purpose of it. 

I believe that the architects of this 
H.R. 5, this particular unfunded man
date bill, have a much larger purpose. 
There is, I believe, this legislation 
joined with others, some of which is in 
the Contract With America, which, 
taken together, amount to a grand 
strategy, a strategy which I believe is 
aimed at removing the public from the 
opportunity to utilize their National 
Government for the purpose of embrac
ing and enhancing those matters which 
are in the national interest. 

Let me go back to the 1970's. David 
Stockman, who served, as Members 
will recall, as Budget Director under 
former President Ronald Reagan, con
fessed after leaving that position that 
the purpose of their economic plan was 
not what it was thought to be, and that 
was just to cut the budget. He said, 
"We had a grander strategy than that 
in mind. We were attempting to empty 
the Federal Treasury," and they were 
successful at doing exactly that in the 
1980's. 

Mr. Chairman, let us look at what 
happened beginning at about that time 
with regard to Federal mandates. Go 
back to the 1970's. One of the strictest, 
most voluminous mandates ever passed 
by the Congress of the United States 
was passed in the 1970's, the Clean 
Water Act. 

My colleagues will recall that great 
rivers in America were catching on 
fire, spontaneous combustion, and the 
American people looked around and 
said, "Maybe the rivers are not quite 
clean enough in this country. Because 
rivers run through us, this cleaning of 
rivers will take a national strategy," 
so they correctly looked to the Con
gress of the United States to pass legis
lation to clean up America's major wa
terways. We passed major legislation 
to do that. It was a mandate, a rock
ribbed, ironclad mandate to clean up 
America's rivers. 
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in the seventies. We passed the money 
to help the States and the commu
nities, and yes, industry, to follow the 
mandates of that law. In fact, the 
amount of money passed amounted to 
the greatest public works program in 
the history of the United States, sec
ond only to the Interstate Highway 
System. 

Now go to the time fallowing the 
Reagan administration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WIL
LIAMS was allowed to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes). 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, fol
lowing the beginning of what I think is 
this grand strategy to prevent the pub
lic from working their will through the 
national Congress, in the 1980's the 
Congress passed another water man
date. This one was the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, every bit as much of a man
date as was the earlier Clean Water 
Act. 

Regulation after regulation, as with 
the Clean Water Act, followed the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. It was a mandate, 
ironclad, copper-riveted, placed on the 
localities a.ad the States and the indus
try, but there was one difference. It 
was now in the 1980's, and the new 
grand strategy to make the Federal 
Government infantile was in place. 

The Congress of the United States, 
because of the emptying of the Treas
ury, did not pass a penny in the initial 
goal, not a penny to help the localities 
carry out the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
That damaged my State of Montana 
and my communities out there in a ter
rible way. 

I would ask the Members, have they 
heard complaints about the Safe 
Drinking Water Act? Absolutely, be
cause this Congress did not have the 
will to pay for it. The Treasury had 
been drained. 

Did Members hear complaints about 
the Clean Water Act? No. Why? Be
cause the Congress had the will to 
spend the money to help the commu
nities in the 1970's, as it did in the six
ties and the fifties and the forties, but 
things changed pretty dramatically in 
those early eighties. The effort was 
drain the Treasury. The effort was to 
not pay for the mandates. 

Now the effort is "Let us not have 
the mandates at all," so the strategy is 
coming full circle. I ask my colleagues 
to say no to it, and yes to the Moran 
amendment. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the substitute of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. Having 
served in the New York State Assem
bly for 12 years, I am opposed to un
funded mandates. However, I think 
that what we need to do in this Con-

gress is not be blind, not pass laws 
which blanketly prohibit Congress 
from exercising the flexibility that it 
may need to exercise from time to 
time. 

The substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] sim
ply says that Congress can consider 
legislation containing unfunded man
dates. It does not mean Congress has to 
consider it. It does not nean that Con
gress will consider it. However, frank
ly, it means that Congress in the fu
ture can consider it. 

What are we afraid of? Each of us 
comes here to represent our constitu
ents, about 600,000 people. It seems to 
me that under the system we have in 
this country, the majority ought to 
rule. Prohibitions, blanket prohibitions 
that we try to shackle on future Con
gresses it seems to me are very, very 
dangerous precedents. 

Yes, we must have mandates and we 
must be very careful that we fund 
these mandates. However, some future 
Congresses may look at this in another 
light. At a time when we are talking 
here of passing a balanced budget 
amendment, and at a time we are talk
ing here coupling with it unfunded 
mandates, a complete prohibition on 
any kind of mandates, unless they are 
totally funded, the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] is quite right. 
What we are really seeing here is a 
total prohibition on any kind of man
dates from the Federal Government, 
because frankly, there will not be any 
money to do the kinds of things that 
some people know need to be done. 

When we combine the two, it really 
brings us paralysis in terms of saying 
that the Federal Government needs to 
have a uniform policy throughout the 
country. 

I do not think it is so terrible to have 
clean air and clean water and other 
things. My State of New York has a 
problem with acid rain. We cannot han
dle the problem ourselves. We need, 
frankly, a universal taking care of this 
problem. If there is a problem in Ohio 
and it affects New York, we cannot do 
it ourselves, so we need the Federal 
Government to intervene. 

What really frightens me, Mr. Chair
man, is that under the guise of un
funded mandates and under the guise of 
a balanced budget and under the guise 
of all these things we are rushing to
ward, we are going to give our children 
a dirtier environment, dirtier air, dirti
er water. All the kinds of things that 
the Federal Government has done for 
so many years the Federal Government 
will not be able to do. 

In the abstract, Mr. Chairman, of 
course we need to say that if we are 
going to mandate something, things 
ought to be paid for. However, let us 
not tie the hands of future Congresses 
to give them the flexibility to pass the 
programs that they see fit without 
being tied up in a straitjacket. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Virginia. This is something that 
he has pushed for a long, long time. It 
adheres to the principle the fact that 
we ought to not have unfunded man
dates, but it allows the future Con
gresses to have the flexibility that 
they need. One person-one vote. 

If a future Congress wants to man
date something, they can. If they do 
not want to, they do not have to. 

What are we afraid of? Let us have 
the flexibility. 

The Moran amendment, as far as I 
am concerned, is the best of both 
worlds, and that is why I believe we 
ought to pass it. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, just 
briefly, I think the gentleman has 
made a strong statement in support of 
R.R. 5. 

I would ask him if he is aware under 
R.R. 5 of the fact that in fact by major
ity vote Congress can at any time 
waive the point of order and go ahead 
and impose a mandate, go ahead and 
provide the costs or not mandate at all. 
Those options are all there. 

Mr. ENGEL. The options may be 
there, but the threshold is much more 
difficult than what the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] is proposing. 
That is why I think what he ii:> saying 
is to give us maximum flexibility. 
Frankly, I do not understand why we 
are not all rallying around the Moran 
proposal. 

Mr. PORTMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would just say again I 
think you made a strong statement in 
support of R.R. 5. The abstract concept 
that you said you supported, which is 
no-money/no-mandate, is in fact even 
stronger than R.R. 5. I would say all we 
are asking for is the cost information 
that is in the Moran bill, but then in 
addition to that, to have a debate on 
the floor on the funding issue and force 
Congress to be accountable to that 
issue. 

Mr. ENGEL. Can I ask the gentleman 
why then he does not embrace the 
Moran bill, because I think what the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
is doing is frankly giving you every
thing that you feel needs to be done. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Let me be clear 
again. What the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN] does is the f ounda
tion for this legislation which is to pro
vide the cost information, but we need 
to go further than the cost information 
and address the very issue which you 
addressed in the abstract, which is the 
question of funding. And that is what 
this legislation does. 

Mr. ENGEL. But, I think what this 
legislation also does is, if something is 
not fully funded, it makes it very, very 
hard to do. Frankly, I am not afraid of 
unfunded mandates. 
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I am afraid that the ruse of unfunded 

mandates is going to be used to prevent 
Federal action on clean water, clean 
air, the environment, and all the 
things that I know we need. And that is 
why I think the gentleman's proposal 
makes infinite sense. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed an honor 
and privilege to speak at this juncture 
of the debate with the Moran sub
stitute before us at this hour. This is 
really the conclusion of years and 
years of work for people who were in 
the Congress before me and people who 
served with me in the past 2 years, and 
I want to just take a moment in this 
historic debate and its conclusion and 
thank a few people. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the chair
man. He has shown incredible leader
ship on this issue, not just today but 
over the years, in working in the past 
2 years in the minority. Also the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] who 
joined us in the last Congress and he 
took up the mantle of unfunded man
dates and carried it through, and car
ried it through some tough times. My 
compliments to them. 

Also the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TOWNS], who formerly chaired our 
subcommittee. I served on that sub
committee. He helped us fight the bat
tle to get unfunded mandates and the 
question before the Congress and before 
the country. To these gentleman and 
colleagues, I want to say thank you so 
much. 

Also to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CONDIT]. He and I worked on 
this issue, and this has indeed been a 
bipartisan issue. The gentleman from 
California [Mr. CONDIT] offered a meas
ure much tougher than anything we see 
before us today. It was no-money-/no
mandate proposal. 

And the gentleman from Louisiana, 
Mr. TAUZIN and the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. PETE GEREN. We were called 
the unholy trinity, because we believed 
in moving forward with some action on 
unfunded mandates and property rights 
and risk assessment, issues that have 
long been swept under the rug and left 
behind the carpet. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TOWNS], the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], myself, and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], 
we all participated in hearings. This is 
not a new issue. It is an issue that peo
ple were not listening to or paying at
tention to the debate. 

We conducted field hearings. I will 
never forget the field hearings in the 
district of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] where local offi
cials came and said, "We can't take it 
anymore. It is cheaper for us to deliver 
bottled water than to comply with the 
regulations and mandates coming out 
of Washington. We have to make some 
common sense out of this mess." 

We held field hearings in my district 
and we heard of local tax caps and 
State requirements for balanced budg
ets. Unfortunately here we passed on 
these matters to local governments. 
They said they couldn't take it any
more, but no one was listening. 

Last year, ladies and gentleman, we 
pleaded and we begged and we asked for 
the opportunity to bring this legisla
tion forward, and our words were not 
heard. We did not have the opportunity 
to bring this issue forward, and here we 
are today at the last hour and the last 
minute. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not the 
final answer to unfunded mandates. It 
does not cure the problem, but it does 
set a standard. It does set some sense 
of responsibility and accountability for 
the process. 

At this particular historic juncture, I 
wish to thank the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN]. I cannot support his 
substitute. Mr. MORAN has made some 
great contributions to this effort, not 
just today but over the history of this 
particular legislation. 

I want to also thank our staff who 
have worked hard on both sides of the 
aisle and contributed to this effort and 
also this historic occasion. 

With that, ladies and gentleman, 
again at this historic juncture, I op
pose the Moran substitute. I have the 
biggest smile on my face of anyone in 
this Congress to see this long neglected 
legislation move forward in the next 
hour, and I compliment everyone who 
has been involved in its success. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been a long 
and oftentimes wrenching debate that 
has occurred on this bill over the last 
couple of weeks and Members on both 
sides of the aisle clearly feel very 
strongly about it one way or another. 

Let me preface my remarks by con
gratulating the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the chairman, 
for the manner in which he has man
aged this bill and the manner in which 
he has managed the debate, particu
larly on his side of the aisle, and I 
know I speak for Members on this side 
of the aisle when I say he has been 
thoughtful, deliberative and fair in 
that process and that has not gone un
noticed. 

In the last Congress, the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] and I 
and perhaps many others in addition to 
CHRIS SHAYS talked about this notion 
of unfunded mandates. People had 
varying ideas and approaches as to how 
it might be done. The fact that we are 
here today, I think, underlines the im
portance of this legislation to a lot of 
people. 

But as has been said over and over 
and over again, many people want to 
make sure that we do this the right 
way, so that we do not have to revisit 

it and that we do it the right way so 
that we in fact do not do more harm 
than good. 

Having said that, I stand in support 
of the Moran substitute. It is a clear 
and reasoned approach. It has less of a 
broad-brush application to it. It will 
slow us down and make us think as it 
should, and it allows for the uncer
tainty of the future. 

The only thing certain, someone said, 
about the future is that it is, in fact, 
uncertain. 

Many of us over the course of the last 
2 weeks have tried to take advantage of 
the process in a constructive manner, 
to change, to modify and to make bet
ter the original bill. We have tried to 
exempt Medicare, we have tried to ex
empt certain children's programs. We 
tried to exempt programs for the dis
abled. We have asked for CBO esti
mates to make sure that financially 
the moneys and the fiscal impact were 
in fact correct. 

We have attempted to make sure, if 
we could at least, that clean water and 
clean water standards in this country 
would not be affected, as well as a 
number of health issues. 

Those of you who have watched the 
debate and those of you who have par
ticipated in the debate know that very 
little has changed in that regard and 
we have a bill somewhat different than 
the bill that was first before this body, 
but we have a bill that we still can im
prove on if in fact we adopt the Moran 
substitute. 

I say that because I have heard from 
persons who want this in its current 
pure and clinical fashion, that the bill 
does allow for future Congresses to 
allow for mandates. Well, it does, if in 
fact the mandate is 100 percent fully 
funded. 

We have already begun the process in 
this Congress of reducing the amount 
of money available for mandates, un
funded or otherwise. We are on the 
verge of a major debate on the merits 
of the balanced budget amendment, 
and there are proposals in at least six 
different committees of this body to re
duce taxes. 
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When we couple those three things 

together, clearly, ladies and gentle
men, it is going to be very difficult at 
any point in the future to get a 100 per
cent fully funded mandate. It takes 
away when the ability of this Congress, 
in this Member's opinion, to be as ef
fective as we must. 

So the Moran substitute does not 
prevent unfunded mandates from being 
considered. To the contrary of what 
some have suggested, it allows for that 
and it allows for us to move forward 
without the 100 percent trigger that is 
involved. It simply says that future 
Congresses, if they so choose, may in 
fact consider at some later date pass
ing an unfunded mandate, whereby you 
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have a partnership with the Federal 
Government, the State government 
and local governments to take care of 
an issue and/or a problem that besets 
the citizens of this country. 

In my opinion, that allows for more 
flexibility, it certainly creates a great
er air of sensibility and it allows for 
the notion of partnerships if at some 
point in time by a majority vote in this 
body they so choose to do so. 

So I would ask Members on both 
sides of the aisle as we near the vote 
and the conclusion on this bill to con
sider again the Moran substitute which 
I think is the right and proper ap
proach for us to take. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by 
thanking the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. MORAN] for the outstanding job he 
has done in bringing us to this point, 
because if it had not been for him last 
year in terms of his talking about the 
importance of unfunded mandates, I do 
not really feel we would be here now. 
So, I would like to say to him he really 
kept the jssue alive. 

I would also like to say to the other 
side that this bill really is more the 
bill that we dealt with last year, the 
bill that the gentleman from Florida 
talked about, the hearings that we had 
all over this country, and basically 
what people were saying to us is that 
something has to be done, and I think 
this bill really addresses their con
cerns. 

I know that others want to go even 
further, but I think that to go further 
is a mistake. I think we have been 
down that road before. I remember the 
catastrophic health care bill that we 
kept wanting to go further, and go fur
ther, and go further, and we went, and 
then all of a sudden we had to come 
back to undo what was done. 

So, I can see that we are making the 
same mistake again. 

So the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN] offers us an opportunity to do 
something different. First of all to ad
dress the problem in a very logical and 
sensible kind of way, not the draconian 
bill that is being proposed on the other 
side of the aisle, H.R. 5. I think we need 
to recognize that, and deal with it. 

What we are saying, is people out 
there are saying we want to know how 
much it is going to cost and we need to 
know how much it is going to cost. To 
me that is a very practical way to deal 
with the problem and that to me is a 
solution to the problem. We heard it as 
we had hearings in Pennsylvania, as we 
had hearings in Florida, as we had 
hearings here in Washington, DC; peo
ple were saying to us that was their 
concern. 

But what we are doing is taking it a 
step further and I think we are going 
to find that there are procedural bar
riers that are going to make it irnpos-

si ble for us to do the kind of thing we 
need to do. 

I have heard the term bipartisan sup
port. I think bipartisan support is good 
and I think we should have it whenever 
possible, and I think that this bill that 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN] is putting forth is truly the bi
partisan bill. That is the Moran-Good
ling bill of last time around. I think 
that is the bipartisan a1)proach. 

So, I would encourag ~ my friends on 
both sides of the aisle to take a look at 
this legislation, because this really 
deals with the problem, it makes it 
possible for us to be able to legislate in 
a very timely fashion and do the kinds 
of things that need to be done. It elimi
nates the dumping that goes on from 
one State to another. 

When I look in terms of what is hap
pening in my own area in terms of in
cineration, how one area can create 
problems for another area and we can
not do anything about it because of the 
fact that we would have to come back 
and be able to examine it before we 
move forward, this legislation elimi
nates that kind of bottleneck, it makes 
it possible if one area is dumping on 
another area that we address that and 
deal with it right away. 

So I think this makes a lot of sense 
if we really want to deal with the prob
lem as we have heard it out there, as it 
comes from people throughout the 
area. 

On this particular legislation, H.R. 5, 
let me set the record straight because 
I have heard about all kinds of hear
ings and all of that. Even if there were 
hearings they were held though in se
crecy, because I do not know anything 
about them, and I have talked to Mem
bers who have been here even longer 
than I have been here and they do not 
know anything about it, I do not know 
anything about it, so it seems to me 
the hearings they are talking about did 
not take place; and being they did not 
take place, we did not talk to Gov
ernors of various States to find out 
their views and feelings, we did not 
talk to city council members to find 
out their views and feelings, we did not 
talk to county executives and we did 
not talk to legislators around the 
country to see in terms of their views 
and feelings about this legislation. 

All of a sudden here we are rushing 
to push it through because of the fact 
we must do it before dark. 

I would just like to say it is too im
portant to move forward in that fash
ion. I would hope this would be an op
portunity to correct the mistake that 
has been made. Support the Mo~an bill, 
because at least this is something on 
which we have had communication 
with people out there, we have talked 
to them about it. So I think this is an 
opportunity to stop us from making a 
major mistake by going further with 
H.R. 5, but corning back and supporting 
the Moran substitute which I think 
deals with the issue that is at hand. 

So I would like to yield back the bal
ance of my time and encourage all of 
my friends and supporters to make cer
tain that they support the Moran sub
stitute. That is really the legislation 
that should be moved forward. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I really apologize to 
the Members for prolonging this debate 
which I think has been getting better 
the longer it goes along, and I want to 
add my compliments to those already 
expressed by the managers on both 
sides. 

I have a feeling, I have not partici
pated in this debate because I do not 
have any particular expertise in this 
area, but I have a feeling that on both 
sides we may be committing some sins 
that we perhaps do not realize. 

Unfunded mandates is a problem. A 
problem has arisen from the fact that 
the Federal Government has become 
increasingly unable to fund programs, 
no matter how good they were, and has 
gradually shifted that burden to the 
State and local governments, and they 
are increasingly unable to bear that 
burden also. 

Most of the programs in an era of less 
limited funding probably would be ac
cepted as legitimate expenditures by 
some level of government, and now no 
level of government has the capability 
to fund them. 

Now what is the reason for this? Ob
viously one of them is we have been 
living on our credit cards far too long 
and we have run up this tremendous in
terest which will deprive us of what 
may be another $100 billion, $200 bil
lion, or $300 billion of income at the 
Federal level that could have been used 
to fund these programs at the same 
time the States are increasingly 
strapped and overburdened by taxes 
and have put limits on what they can 
spend. California led the way with 
proposition 13 which capped property 
taxes, for example, reducing us from 
being the perhaps high-level spender of 
any of the States for education down 
amongst the lower, and we are regret
ting that at the present time. 

Let us not deceive ourselves by 
thinking that this program is going to 
solve the problem of inadequate fund
ing for the kinds of things that Govern
ment ought to do. We will need some 
more profound solution to that prob
lem. A balanced budget, reduced inter
est costs is of course one of the things 
we need to do. 

How soon are we going to do that? 
Nobody expects any major impact from 
a balanced budget amendment in less 
than 8 to 10 years, in all probability. 

What we need to focus on are those 
areas of public service which we have 
allowed to grow unrestrained. 

D 1450 
Health costs, for example, the most 

rapidly growing part of the budget: We 
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need to do something to bring that 
under control and off the backs of the 
Federal taxpayers in general, a more 
workable national insurance program 
of some kind, so that individuals can 
have access to insurance but could ba
sically be responsible for the level of 
health care that they wanted to pay for 
themselves, and it would not be a for
mula sort of thing that keeps growing. 

We need to do something about the 
welfare program, and it does not mean 
just cutting off welfare. It means creat
ing a system in which we have oppor
tunity and jobs for that vast class of 
people who are now deprived of the op
portunity to participate in the econ
omy. That will help us. 

The unfunded-mandates bill will not 
solve these kinds of problems. They 
may give us a chance for some political 
cover while we begin to seriously deal 
with these problems, and this is what I 
would urge upon us as we proceed down 
the road here. 

I think the Republicans in this case, 
through their contract, have touched 
the chord of a large part of the Amer
ican people, not necessarily all, but a 
large part, and they, charged up with 
this mandate to do something about 
this, are moving ahead and obviously 
they do not want us on this side trying 
to perfect the great program that they 
have. And I can understand this. 

But I would urge upon them, after 
they have tasted success with their 
program, and they are going to have 
successes, and many Democrats are 
going to support them including me on 
occasion, I think then we should begin 
to look seriously at these underlying 
problems of our society and develop 
some programs that will begin to ad
dress those in some very realistic fash
ion and help us then to really create 
the new society, the new culture, the 
new civilization, however we want to 
describe it that we should be doing to 
assert our position as the world's lead
ing nation in terms of bringing oppor
tunity, freedom, and democracy to the 
whole world. 

I thank you for listening to me. 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the 
Committee for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman I just 

want to cast a few roses here, although 
let me start with a thorn and get this 
out of the way. The one thing that has 
been disappointing about this debate is 
the information that was handed to the 
Members on the vote last night that 
may have influenced some, says that, 
"The Moran amendment effectively ex
empts 90 percent of the laws Congress 
passes from the informational require
ments of H.R. 5." That is not accurate. 

I think my colleagues on the other 
side would agree that it does not ex-

empt Congress from 90 percent of the 
legislation and the informational re
quirements. 

I was disappointed that that is the 
sheet all the Members received on their 
way in to vote. It is true that it would 
delete the no money, no mandate pro
vision, but I would hope that that not 
be the piece that is handed out for this 
vote or the subsequent vote, because it 
is misleading. 

Now, having gotten over that, let me 
thank the chairman of the committee, 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
PORTMAN], the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. DAVIS], the Members on my 
side who were strongly supportive of 
the version that is an alternative to 
the substitute we are about to vote on. 

This has been a very constructive de
bate. I think that we are making his
tory in the next two votes that we will 
take. I know we are going in the right 
direction. We have a disagreement in 
whether or not we are going too far in 
the underlying Republican version. But, 
I do appreciate the attention that has 
been given this issue. 

I particularly appreciate the con
structive manner in which the sponsors 
of this bill have worked with us on the 
minority side, and I would hope that it 
would set a precedent for subsequent 
bills that come to this floor. 

Now, let me just say one further word 
about the gentleman sitting in the 
chair throughout this entire debate. 
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EM
ERSON] has conducted this debate in 
such a fine and fair manner that he 
really deserves some recognition, I 
would hope maybe even a little ap
plause. He has been absolutely indefati
gable and exceptionally fair, and I 
thank him, and I know I speak for all 
of the Members on this side of the aisle 
in doing so, and I would certainly ex
pect on the other side of the aisle. 

I thank all of those who have partici
pated in this debate for a very con
structive dialog. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 152, noes 278, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Barrett (WI) 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bishop 
Boni or 

[Roll No 82) 

AYES-152 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Clay 

Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 

de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blllrakls 
Biiley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 

Kil dee 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 

NOES-278 

Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub In 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
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Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Gillmor 
Gilman 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
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Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Martini 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mc!nnls 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrtck 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 

Becerra 
Hunter 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Qu111en 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 

NOT VOTING-4 
Kaptur 
Scarborough 

D 1514 

Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smlth(TX) 
Smlth(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wllson 
Wolf 
Young <AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Ztmmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Ms. Kaptur for, with Mr. Scarborough 

against. 

Mr. DEUTSCH and Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, before I begin on my 
remarks, I want to say right here and 
now, "During the course of the consid
eration of this bill, you, Mr. Chairman, 
have heard many of us on this side of 
the aisle raise the subject of procedural 
abuses in committee, as well as time 
limits on floor debates, which con
cerned us greatly. However I want to 
say something positive as well. I want 
to certainly commend the Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] 
for his fairness and patience in presid
ing over this debate." 

Let me also commend the chairman 
of our Committee on Government Re
form and Oversight, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], for 
his hard work on this bill. He has cer
tainly had his hands full recently, and, 
despite our very early shaky start, I 

have really enjoyed working with him 
and look forward to working with him 
in the future. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me begin by 
saying that this bill is fatally flawed. 

H.R. 5 places Congress in a strait
jacket, and provides cover for those 
who want to roll back the progress we 
have made in this country to protect 
the health and safety of our citizens. 

Viewed in isolation it may seem rea
sonable to many, but that is the wrong 
way to view it. This bill must be seen 
as a dot matrix, which when the lines 
are all connected, reveals a mean-spir
i ted effort to abardon .those who are 
most in need. 

Over the past several days, we have 
taken the time to look at just what 
this so-called unfunded mandates bill 
does. As I said earlier in the debate, we 
needed to get beyond the term "un
funded mandates" and into the real 
world of what types of laws the Repub
lican majority in this body apparently 
want to make difficult to pass. Well it 
became clear when we began the 
amending process that they firmly em
braced the Senate Republican Task 
Force list of 10 worst Federal laws as a 
guide. 

Many of us on this side of the aisle 
offered amendments to safeguard envi
ronmental laws that protect the public 
heal th and safety. We made every pos
sible effort to protect the provisions of 
the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water 
Act, and the Safe Drinking Water Act, 
because these laws are supported by all 
Americans. They were passed, because 
the people wanted them. They protect 
us all from the pollution of our neigh
bors. 

Similarly, we offered amendments to 
preserve laws protecting our most vul
nerable citizens-those with disabil
ities and our children. Again the pro
ponents of this legislation exhibited 
their disparate views by exempting 
from the unfunded mandate definition 
bills that relate to the implementation 
of international treaties, but not those 
which provide a better way of life for 
the disabled; by "requiring compliance 
with accounting and auditing proce
dures relating to grants and other 
money provided by the Federal Govern
ment," but ignoring savings inherent 
in disease prevention, that result from 
childhood immunization laws. 

It was totally inconceivable to me 
that amendments we Democrats of
fered to ensure that we as a nation 
could proceed with establishing a 
database to track, first, deadbeat dads 
and, second, child molesters would be 
opposed by advocates of this legisla
tion. I thought they would surely agree 
to such amendments. What harm would 
it do if we went on record in favor of 
that program and future programs to 
protect our children? None whatsoever; 
but, once again, the bill's supporters 
soundly defeated these child protection 
amendments. 
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What was their rationale for so 

doing? Well it was simply that if the 
Federal Government did not provide 
the funds, the State, local, or terri
torial governments did not have to 
keep a list of names of deadbeat dads 
and/or known child abusers or repeat 
child molesters. 

We Democrats offered amendments 
that would have exempted from the 
definition of unfunded mandates laws 
designed to, first, protect child labor 
laws, second, protect the worker in the 
fact.cry and, third, increase the mini
mum wage. Surely these were not the 
laws that even the Governors and may
ors want to gut; but again the pro
ponents acted in lockstep to defeat 
these amendments. 

I have found it extremely interesting 
that in their zeal to please their Gov
ernors, county commissioners, and 
mayors, the authors have very care
fully circumscribed restrictions on the 
quality of life our citizens have a right 
to expect to enjoy in the future. We 
hold ourselves out to be a compas
sionate nation; one that cares about its 
citizens, about its overall quality of 
life, about the underdog, about the 
least of us. Yet every single amend
ment offered to prevent new barriers 
from being raised against these very 
Americans was defeated by bloc voting. 

Some on the other side of the aisle 
have suggested that the numerous 
amendments have been a stalling tac
tic; that the votes have been dilatory. 
Let me assure the Members that the 
issue was accountability. The voters in 
their districts will now know exactly 
what their Members have voted to pro
tect, and what they have voted to not 
protect. · 

Perhaps the problems with this bill 
began when its authors chose to draft 
it in secret, and then refused to hold 
public hearings. Those hearings might 
have allowed ordinary Americans bet
ter known as the public, to discuss 
which laws they like and which ones 
they do not. The authors would have 
heard the voices of mothers concerned 
for and about their children, of senior 
citizens who fear that Medicare and 
Medicaid will not cover an illness, of 
workers wanting a safe workplace and 
a decent, living wage, a father who 
cared about safe drinking water for his 
family. Instead, we will never know 
who was in the room drafting those 
bills, but we know who was not there, 
whose voices were not allowed to be 
there. 

As I have read this bill over the past 
several weeks, I can find almost no 
consideration given to the benefits 
from our laws-the benefits that I as
sume caused Congress to pass them. 
Every people program is subjected to 
rigorous cost estimates, but there are 
no estimates about the protections, the 
safety, and the improvements to the 
quality of life and to our economy 
these laws have brought to all Ameri
cans. Perhaps that, too, is because we 
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were never allowed to hear the voices 
of the people. 

Throughout debate, the proponents 
of this bill, have said, "Don't worry. 
All it will take is a simple majority 
vote to pass those kinds of laws in the 
future by waiving a point of order. I 
doubt that this will be the case. 

The subjects of the amendments we 
Democrats have offered are the exact 
laws that the Republican majority 
would like to kill. We know this to be 
true because the Senate Republican 
Regulatory Relief Task Force released 
a list of its so-called 10 worst Federal 
laws which include the Clean Air Act, 
the Superfund toxic waste cleanup law, 
wetlands law, the clean water law, food 
safety laws, the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, and Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. This bill, H.R. 5, the Un
funded Mandates Reform Act of 1995, is 
a first start at killing these laws. 

In a matter of days we will begin de
bating a regulatory moratorium bill 
that takes aim at regulations under 
these laws. Then we will see laws to 
make agencies go through so many 
hoops and procedures that they can 
never take an action to protect the 
public health or safety. If all else fails, 
new laws will empower corporations to 
keep the Government tied up in court 
forever. This bill is the first step. 

No, this bill, H.R. 5, is not really 
about unfunded mandates. It is about 
destroying laws that protect the aver
age citizen. It is about raising barriers 
and debilitating the disenfranchised. 

As we debate the remaining elements 
of the Republican contract, let us begin 
to face what is really going on. Taken 
as a whole, the contract is a program 
developed in secret with major cor
porations to gut the major protections 
for the average American. Today they 
will be called unfunded mandates; to
morrow they will be called regulatory 
burdens. At least the Republican Sen
ate Task Force was honest about their 
goals. I believe the American people 
deserve to know the truth. 

D 1520 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, very briefly, I would 

like to express my gratitude and appre
ciation to a number of people who have 
been involved in this now 7- or 8-day
long debate, which I think has been a 
very open, a very constructive debate, 
really the first debate that we have had 
on the new federalism. 

I think what we are seeing is the be
ginning of a constructive dialog about 
what the relations of the various levels 
of government are going to be. 

We do not pretend this is a perfect 
solution to what may be the new para
digm. But what we do suggest is the de
bate is necessary. We really have to get 
to the point where we are beginning to 
analyze which governments need to do 
what and which governments can do 
them best. 

But in the process of the debate, I 
have got to recognize, first of all, as 
has already been indicated, you have 
done a superb job in chairing the com
mittee during this sometimes conten
tious but, I think, always helpful and 
educational discussion we have had. 

Second, I thank the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], who is a prime au
thor of this legislation, who has 
worked tirelessly to bring it to the 
point we are at now. And the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS], who 
has been so effective as a very, very 
junior freshman Member and has hit 
the floor running and done a superb 
job. The gentleman from California, 
[Mr. CONDIT], the other sponsor, who 
has been a leader in this effort for 
many, many years before it really was 
an issue that was on anybody's radar 
screen. The gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. MORAN], who has made some very 
constructive additions to this bill, 
some of which were not accepted. Also, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TOWNS], who worked on this matter in 
the past Congress. And the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. 
There are so many that I really am 
afraid I am going to overlook someone. 
They have all been outstanding. 

D 1530 
There are three people that I want to 

specifically recognize. They are staff 
members who often are not heralded in 
these halls but who, in this case, I can 
vouch from personal experience deserve 
most of the credit for the fact that this 
bill has gotten to where we are today. 
This is Kristine Simmons, who is on 
my staff and the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight, and 
John Bridgeland, who is with the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], and 
Steve Jones, who is with the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT]. 

They have done an absolutely superb 
job and worked incredible hours to 
work on this legislation. So my thanks 
to all of them for all the work that 
they have done. 

Mr. Chairman, if you listen closely 
today you can hear State and local 
governments around the Nation 
breathing a sigh of relief. Today we are 
at last ready to vote on final passage of 
H.R. 5, a vote I think which is going to 
bring at least the beginning of an his
toric change in the way the Federal 
Government does business with its 
State and local counterparts. This bill 
will restore State and local govern
ments to their true places as partners 
in our federal system. 

Mr. Chairman, I express, again, my 
appreciation to the gentlewoman from 
Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], the ranking mi
nority member. It has been a pleasure 
to work with her on this matter. To all 
who participated in this really initial, 
most substantive and most important 
debate, I think I would reference the 
gentleman from California. This is an 

important debate. We are involved in 
very important issues here. This is his
tory in the making. We do have dif
ferences, but I think the debate is what 
counts. 

The resolution, I hope, will be pas
sage of this bill. 

If you listen closely, you can hear State and 
local governments around the Nation breath
ing a sigh of relief today. We at last are ready 
to vote on final passage of H.R. 5, a vote 
which will bring historic change in the way the 
Federal Government does business with its 
State and local counterparts. The Unfunded 
Mandate Reform Act will restore State and 
local governments to their true places as part
ners in our federal system. 

Debate on this bill was rigorous and I want 
to congratulate many of my colleagues, on 
both sides of the aisle, for casting tough votes 
in the interest of stopping this mandate mad
ness. Attempts to weaken this bill were re
jected consistently and soundly, reflecting a 
majority opinion that imposing unfunded man
dates without knowledge or funding is wrong 
and it must end. 

I also would like to thank my colleagues 
who are not in support of the Unfunded Man
date Reform Act, for their contribution to the 
fair and open debate we have had during the 
7 days of debate on this bill. It has been a 
spirited exchange, but a healthy one and I 
thank my colleagues. 

As we prepare to vote on final pas
sage, I ask each Member to consider 
the adverse impact the cost of man
dates has had on your constituents. 
Ask yourself if it is fair to raise their 
local property taxes and to cut commu
nity services so the local government 
can afford programs we think are im
portant. Ask yourself if your priorities 
are only important if a State or local 
government pays to carry them out. 

This vote is about information and 
accountability. It is about changing 
Washington ways for the better. It is 
an affirmative statement that we will 
stop ourselves before we mandate 
again. 

Please vote "yes" on final passage of 
H.R. 5. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. I rise in 
support of H.R. 5, the Unfunded Man
dates Reform Act of 1995, of which I 
have been a strong supporter. 

Since coming to Congress, I have had 
the opportunity to make decisions on a 
variety of good idea that Congress felt 
would help improve the lives of its citi
zens and help make Government work 
better. Of those ideas, the Motor Voter 
Act was a Federal mandate costing the 
State of Alabama $500,000 a year with
out the funding to comply with it. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act, an
other bill with good intentions, re
quires local officials to test the water 
supply for 25 substances without regard 
to the region or the types of substances 
used there. 

As a result, Alabama water systems 
had to test their water supply for pes
ticides used to protect pineapple crops. 
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Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the 

day when, before the Federal Govern
ment issues an expensive regulation, 
we will stop, look, and listen to how 
this will affect local officials. 

I rise in support of H.R. 5, another 
good idea from Congress, but this one 
long, long overdue. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a great 
day for State and local governments. It 
is a great day for taxpayers and a great 
day for a new accountability in Con
gress. 

With this passage, we are going to 
take a giant step in returning local de
cisionmaking to local and State gov
ernments, to returning property taxes 
to local governments instead of being 
hijacked by Congress for programs that 
we in this body feel are more impor
tant than what the localities decide. 

If we believe in a program in this 
Congress, we should believe in it 
enough to fund it, not pound our chest 
and pass the bill and then go ahead and 
pass the buck on to State and local 
governments and their taxpayers. 
When a government that sets the prior
ities does not find the money within its 
budget to fund those priori ties, we get 
a completely different set of priori ties 
than if a government that sets the pri
ori ties has to find the funds within 
their own organization and their own 
budgets. 

What has happened over the past few 
years is a proliferation of unfunded 
mandates going down to State and 
local governments, layer after layer of 
unfunded mandates and a significant 
shifting of costs from a progressive in
come tax to regressive property taxes 
and sales taxes. 

Another consequence is that al
though there are many fine programs 
mandated and imposed on local govern
ments, many other fine programs that 
local governments intend end up hav
ing to close shelters, lay off police offi
cers, cut day-care centers. And they 
have to achieve these to pay for the 
mandates that we fail to fund. 

The numerous attempts to exclude 
and exempt certain areas from this 
bill, Medicare, Medicaid, health laws, 
programs for children, environmental 
laws, labor laws and the like, would 
have, taken together, gutted this bill, 
what we are trying to do here. 

Besides, this bill still gives us the op
tion of sending those mandates to the 
States but we will have the costs in 
front of us before we make those deci
sions and find out what kind of bill we 
are sending down to the State and local 
governments. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that their in
clusion, if we had included those ex
emptions in this bill, it would have re
sulted in more imposition of costs on 
local governments and the end result, 
as one who has been in local govern
ment for 15 years, would be forcing our 

States and our cities and our counties 
to continue to close community cen
ters, cut back on public safety, cut 
education, abandon health care cen
ters, because we in Congress, by un
funded mandates, have redirected their 
local budgets in a way we felt was bet
ter, not often realizing that we forced 
the local governments to cut good pro
grams so they could fund our pro
grams. 

I would also add, Mr. Chairman, 
there was no rush in passing this bill, 
even the other body, the most delibera
tive body in this country, managed to 
pass this 86 to 10 in a shorter period of 
time than it took us. 

I just want to end by saying this has 
strong bipartisan support. I wanted to 
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. CLINGER] for shepherding this 
bill through committee and on the 
floor, my cosponsors, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CONDIT], who has 
been working on this before I ever 
came to this body, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], who was instru
mental in getting this included in the 
contract, the staffs and other Members, 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN], the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TOWNS], and others who have been 
working on this for many years, and 
you, Mr. Chairman, for presiding over 
these proceedings. 

This is a great day for State and 
local governments. I think we have 
taken a giant first step today, and I 
urge final passage. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to re
fute the idea that this is simply a Re
publican contract issue. I want to pay 
tribute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CONDIT], who introduced an 
unfunded mandate bill in the last Con
gress and as a Democrat had the lead
ership to form the Unfunded Mandate 
Caucus in which many Democrats were 
members. 

Also I want to read a short two sen
tences from a mayor in my district, a 
Democrat, who sent me this letter, 
dated October 27, 1993. In that letter 
the mayor of San Marcos, Mayor Kathy 
Morris toward the bottom of the first 
page said, "We want to make it clear 
that we usually have no quarrel with 
the intentions of laws enacted by Con
gress, such as assuring a healthy envi
ronment and enabling people with dis
abilities to participate fully in our so
ciety." 

What concerns us is that the costs 
and tasks of these good intentions are 
all too often left for us to pay for and 
carry out. Adding to our frustration is 
the fact that these programs enacted 
by distant lawmakers in Washington 
can lay claim to our tax funds ahead of 
the needs and priori ties of the people 
who elected us to address those needs." 
End of quote from the letter from 
Kathy Morris. 

This simply states why this bill is 
needed and desired by the American 
people, and I urge its support. 
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Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, today is a historic 
day. It is a historic day. It is a historic 
piece of legislation, historic because it 
does redefine the relationship between 
the Federal Government and the State 
and local governments; historic be
cause for the first time it ensures that 
Congress will have a separate and in
formed debate on the question of costs 
of mandates; and historic because it 
shows Congress' willingness to put the 
brakes on the mandate madness. 

We had over 30 hours debate, Mr. 
Chairman, on one preliminary section 
of H.R. 5, and I have to admit that I 
joined many of my colleagues in won
dering whether we would ever get 
through this legislation. I was con
cerned that what was truly a biparti
san issue outside this beltway had be
come a partisan issue, sadly partisan 
within this Chamber, but I have to say 
over the last 24 hours Congress has 
worked in a very constructive, biparti
san way on this legislation. 

As an example, yesterday I believe 
we accepted nine amendments from the 
other side. I think they all improved 
and perfected this legislation. Mr. 
Chairman, I would thank the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] and 
other Members on the minority side for 
working constructively with us 
throughout this whole process. 

Mr. Chairman, I think what we have 
done now is that we have set the tone, 
perhaps, for dealing with other legisla
tion that this Congress will consider 
over the next year. Although some 
have cast it as such, H.R. 5 was never 
about the merits or demerits of indi
vidual mandates. It is about having the 
cost information, it is about having an 
informed debate on the floor of the 

· House, and yet, yes, it is about ac
countability, having a vote up-or-down 
on whether to impose a mandate with
out providing the money. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just sum up by 
acknowledging a few of the many peo
ple that got us to where we are today. 
The first person I am going to mention 
I think will speak next. I consider him 
the spiritual leader on the unfunded 
mandate front, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CONDIT]. 

He was the lone voice crying out in 
the wilderness over the last several 
years. He was talking about unfunded 
mandate reform when most people did 
not understand it or appreciate it. It 
has now come to the fore, and he is to 
be congratulated. 

Senator DIRK KEMPTHORNE on the 
Senate side is the person who has ag
gressively pushed this bill on the Sen
ate side, and he is responsible really for 
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the 86 to 10 vote, a very strong vote 
last week on essentially the same bill. 
He showed an extraordinary amount of 
bicameralism in working with the 
chairman, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], myself, and 
others to put together a tough bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like, of 
course, to commend the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the 
chairman. He has shown an impressive 
amount of grace under pressure. I 
would concur with the comments of the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS] and others as to the way he has 
conducted this debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com
mend the freshman sponsor of this leg
islation, the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. DAVIS]. He has recently lived 
under the crippling effect of unfunded 
mandates, and I think he has shared 
his stories with us convincingly. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TOWNS], I have to acknowledge Chair
man TOWNS from last year's Congress. 
His subcommittee was the subcommit
tee that had hearings on this issue. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TOWNS], in the face of a lot of opposi
tion from people who did not · want 
mandate relief last year, had not only 
hearings but a markup on important 
legislation very similar to this legisla
tion. We would not be here, I do not 
think, today if En TOWNS had not done 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, a subcommittee last 
year of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TOWNS], also included two leaders 
on our side of this issue, the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], who is 
here in the Chamber, and the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MICA] who 
were very important to getting us to 
this point. 

The Committee on Rules was very 
helpful in this process. We took a good 
bill to the Cammi ttee on Rules. It be
came a better bill, thanks to the work 
of the chairman, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER], 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], 
and others who perfected and refined 
this legislation. They are to be 
thanked. 

Governor Voinovich of Ohio has led 
this issue for the National Governors 
and for other elected officials over the 
years. He is unrelenting, he is focused, 
and again, I think it is crucial to thank 
him, because we probably would not be 
here without that pressure. 

Finally, let me thank our State and 
local partners, every township trustee, 
every mayor, every Governor, every 
local, State elected official. They are 
the ones who have really advocated 
this. They are the reason we are here. 
Their Big Seven representatives here in 
Washington have been responsible for 
helping us craft this legislation over 
time. 

All I can say, Mr. Chairman, is that 
we have acted today on their behalf, on 
behalf of the local and State elected of
ficials, and on behalf of all our citizens, 
to craft a new partnership to enable us 
to better this country in a true part
nership. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PORTMAN. I am happy to yield 
to my friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, briefly, on behalf of 
the Committee on Rules, I would say 
that sharing jurisdiction on this legis
lation, we would like to extend our 
congratulations first to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] and then 
to the chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and all 
who have played a role. 

There is one particular i tern which 
really has not been discussed in a 
major way on this debate. That is the 
fact that as unfunded mandates are im
posed on the State and local govern
ments, many of the priorities which 
those local governments have estab
lished cannot be met because of the 
burden that they have been shoulder
ing to pay for these mandates. 

The city of Los Angeles has had an 
extraordinarily onerous responsibility 
which has jeopardized their desire to 
provide resources for police and fire 
and other public safety areas. It seems 
to me that cannot be forgotten. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] 
has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. DREIER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PORTMAN was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PORTMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like for all 
colleagues to return with me now as we 
return to the not so thrilling days of 
yesteryear, when out of the past came 
the thundering hoofbeats of one horse 
and one gentleman astride that horse; 
that is, the unfunded mandates horse. 
He was the Lone Ranger, and that is 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT]. 

He formed a group that was a lonely 
posse. There were several of us that 
were riding shotgun with him. We told 
him to be careful, just like Miss Kitty 
always tells me when I leave Dodge 
City, "Pat, be careful," but he was not 
careful. He forged ahead and he was ag
gressive. He told the Big Seven it was 
not really good enough. He did not get 
a lot of encouragement. 

Mr. Chairman, I quite frankly did not 
think we could get this job done, but 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 

CONDIT] really persevered, so I want to 
pay him a great deal of tribute. I am 
allegedly the co-chairman of the Un
funded Mandates Caucus, but he was 
the foreman, and he did all the work, 
so I thank the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CONDIT]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I know what we are 
about to do may be the political thing 
to do. It may be the popular thing to 
do. Many of us as Members of this body 
may be putting our fingers to the air to 
see which way the wind is blowing, and 
blowing in that direction. 

However, let me say for this Member, 
Mr. Chairman, for this Member from 
Georgia, mandates are not necessarily 
bad, funded or unfunded. Mandates are 
as old as the Constitution, the Declara
tion of Independence, the Bill of 
Rights, even the scripture. Thank God. 

When God gave Moses the Ten Com
mandments, he did not say, "Moses, 
take it, if it costs something or wheth
er it is free." He said, "These are the 
Ten Commandments. Don't take it 
whether you feel like it, maybe. These 
are the Ten Commandments." 

Let me remind some of my brothers 
from this side of the aisle and the other 
side, in another period in our history it 
took the Federal Government, the na
tional government, to tell our country 
what to do, to do what was right. 

People in Alabama, in Mississippi, in 
Georgia, 11 Southern States of the old 
Confederacy, were denied the right to 
vote 30 years ago, and it took the Na
tional Government to make it possible 
for all these people to register to vote, 
to become participants in the demo
cratic process. That was a mandate, so 
what is wrong with mandates? 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
vote against this bill. It may not be the 
popular thing to do, but it is the right 
thing to do. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to serve on 
the committee this year with the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], the chairman, and our rank
ing member, the gentlewoman from Il
linois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

Mr. Chairman, let me tell the Mem
bers why it took so long to be on the 
floor. I know it was not our Chairman's 
responsibility, because he was given his 
marching orders to send this bill out. 
The reason we had to spend 2 weeks on 
this bill was because we did not get to 
have a public hearing in committee. 

Members have heard that for this 
whole 2 weeks, any time any of the 
Members from the minority side were 
up here. Maybe we are learning that if 
we are going to take this kind of time 
on the floor, maybe it would be better 
if our committees actually spent time 
in hearing from interested citizens and 
people who are impacted by it. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote for 

the bill because I do not think the bill 
is that bad in its form. I just think be
cause we took 2 weeks, though, the 
American people and each Member of 
this House needed to know what· we 
were doing. We did. 

We know that this bill will require us 
to have some type of cost estimates, 
and we will have to have a separate 
vote on a point of order if it is raised 
on over $100 million. That is not so ter
rible. 

What we need to recognize, though, is 
what may come afterwards, because 
again, we are a Nation not of 50 indi
vidual States, and territories, in addi
tion, we are one United States. We 
need to recognize that, that there are 
rules that all of us, whether we live in 
Texas, whether we live in New York or 
Hawaii, that we have to live under. 

Mr. Chairman, we were deliberative 
on this. That is why we had so many 
amendments on this. We wanted to 
make sure people understood that the 
Clean Water Act, with all its problems, 
and the Clean Air Act, and I want to 
amend it, too, and do some things with 
it, with all its problems, it was still a 
compromise bill that was passed in 1990 
and signed by President Bush. 

Now it has caused problems we need 
to deal with, but it was still passed 
with bipartisan support because it was 
addressing a pro bl em of clean air or 
clean water. Mr. Chairman, it has 
raised costs for our constituents, but 
like I said in the earlier debate, when I 
go to New York and visit the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS], I 
would like to make sure that the water 
I turn on, I can drink, coming from 
Houston. I would like to make sure our 
Houston water is good enough for him 
to drink. 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, the rea
son we took so long on this, and be
cause we did, is because of the 
partisanshipness, not of the issue but 
because of the procedure. 
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I hope we have learned our lesson, 
that we need to spend the time in the 
committee and take that kind of time 
so we do not have to take 2 weeks or 
435 Members. That is why we have com
mittees. 

Again I want to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], be
cause he is a fair chairman, our rank
ing member is fair, but I think all our 
committees in the House can learn 
from the problem we experienced in 
this bill. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. Every 
individual that needs to be thanked has 
been thanked. 

All the people who have participated 
in this from the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], to the gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS], to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
PORTMAN] , to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. DAVIS], to the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN], everybody 
has been thanked and properly so. 
They have all participated in this issue 
and they have been the reason we are 
here today. I personally want to thank 
them very much. I want to thank my 
colleagues on the Republican side for 
allowing me to participate in the de
velopment of this legislation. I appre
ciate that very much. 

I do want to say, and I want to under
line, that this is a bipartisan issue. No 
place in the country is this a partisan 
issue. You need to just be reminded for 
just a brief moment, the last couple of 
days of debate when the issues came up 
on the amendments, there were 60 to 70 
Democrats who voted to keep this bill 
strong, to keep H.R. 5 in its current 
form. It is a bipartisan solution that 
we have come up with here today, and 
I think that we are to congratulate 
ourselves for working together in a bi
partisan way. 

I also want to acknowledge the un
funded mandate caucus. Those people 
hung together for the last couple of 
years, and they were a bunch of rene
gades on this issue. They hung to
gether, they pushed and they fought to 
make sure that we got to where we are 
today and I want to thank them for 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, this is simply about 
accountability. This is about us being 
accountable. This is about whether or 
not we will take responsibility for the 
legislation that we pass. That is all we 
are asking for today. We are not asking 
for anything extraordinary or radical. 
Just if you are willing to pass a piece 
of legislation, you take the account
ability for it. That is fair. Most of the 
people throughout this country think 
that is fair. This is good for the coun
try. This is good for local government. 
This is good for State government. I 
encourage all the Members here today 
to think about this carefully. Let us 
continue that trend of finding a bipar
tisan solution and vote "aye" for H.R. 
5 today. 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today as a cosponsor and strong supporter of 
H.R. 5, the Unfunded Mandate Reform Act 
and applaud the efforts of all involved. This bill 
is similar to legislation I and other Members 
sponsored at the outset of the 103d Congress. 

If an idea is good enough to mandate, then 
it should be good enough to pay for. For too 
long Congress has passed mandates, but not 
the bucks to State and local governments. 
Usually these unfunded mandates would come 
at the expense of local education and public 
safety programs. 

In my home State of Massachusetts, many 
residents will soon face water and sewer rates 
in excess of $2,000 annually to pay for feder
ally imposed unfunded mandates. We are not 
arguing with the need, on occasion, to man
date certain requirements. All we are asking is 
that they be paid for. 

While everyone wants clean water, clean 
air, and other benefits, we must pursue these 
goals sensibly and in a way we can pay for. 

While H.R. 5 will not rescind past mandates, 
but it will address future mandates. Just as the 
balanced budget amendment will force Con
gress to stop saddling future generations with 
debt, this act will force Congress to stop sad
dling State and local governments with de 
facto tax increases and local service cuts. 

I strongly urge all my colleagues to support 
H.R. 5 and stop the destruction caused by un
funded mandates. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
state my reluctant opposition to H.R. 5, the 
Unfunded Mandates Relief Act. I am reluctant 
to oppose H.R. 5 because I think that its basic 
purpose is sound and important. Almost every
one in this body agrees that something must 
be done about the increasing burdens that the 
Federal Government places upon the States 
and local governments. 

Let there be no mistake-I support un
funded mandates reform legislation. I proudly 
voted for a well-crafted, bipartisan bill in the 
last Congress, and I voted for the substitute to 
H.R. 5 offered by Representative MORAN 
today. Those efforts were designed to allow 
Congress to make informed decisions about 
the burdens the Federal Government places 
on the States. They required the House to be 
fully informed about those costs before pass
ing legislation. 

It is unfortunate therefore that H.R. 5 has so 
many serious problems, starting with the 
abuse of the legislative process which brought 
this bill to the floor. It is ironic that this was the 
first bill to be reported out of the newly re
named Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee, for it did not receive 1 minute of 
hearings in that committee-a bad omen for 
the new era of openness called for by the 
Contract With America. The partisan power 
play which brought ·this bill to the floor is all 
the more disturbing given the fundamental 
ways in which it will affect the intrinsic nature 
of American government. A bill of this impor
tance deserved better. 

As it is written, H.R. 5 is an invitation to pa
ralysis designed to prevent us from requiring 
the States to do anything unless we fully pay 
for it. Proponents of this bill argue that it al
lows us to impose mandates if, by a majority 
vote, we choose to do so. However, the same 
proponents would, I think, agree that this bill 
establishes the principle that the Federal Gov
ernment should not impose mandates on the 
States unless it is prepared to pay every dime 
of the costs of the new requirements. That is 
not a proposition that I can agree with. 

Many amendments were offered to this bill 
which would have added to the list of exemp
tions from this legislation. I offered one which 
would have exempted legislation to protect the 
health of children. I voted for others which 
would have exempted banking regulations, en
vironmental legislation and bills to protect 
work-safety standards. Other amendments de
signed to protect private enterprise and to .re
quire an analysis of the benefits of specific 
bills as well as their costs, were offered and 
rejected. 

Mr. Chairman, my concern is that the bill 
before us, however, well-intentioned, will roll 
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back the progress that the Federal Govern
ment has made in protecting the most fun
damental rights of the American people. 
These include the right to breathe clean air, 
the right to drink pure water, the right to eat 
healthy food, and the right to work in a safe 
workplace. 

Those are all national problems which re
quire national solutions and national stand
ards. Interstate problems are one example of 
this need. Air and water pollution know no 
boundaries. The smoke from incinerations 
blows easily from Ohio to New York. Sewage 
flows just a easily down the Mississippi from 
Missouri to Louisiana. 

The Federal Government must also set 
standards of decency and compassion. It must 
stand against efforts by the States to cut off 
food stamps to needy children or reduce 
standards in nursing homes. Welfare reform is 
something everyone agrees needs to be done, 
but as a Federal legislator I would fight at
tempts by the States to abolish it. By imposing 
the point of order contained in this bill, H.R. 5 
is a mandate for gridlock on these and other 
national priorities. Gridlock that the American 
people have rejected time and time again. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the goals of this bill. 
But it is abundantly clear that H.R. 5 was hast
ily written-and badly written at that-and that 
it was forced out of committee and onto the 
floor with an authoritarian heavy hand more in
terested in partisan politics than good policy. 

A reform bill should push forward, not set us 
back. By building on the bipartisan efforts of 
the last Congress, I believe that a good bill 
could have been presented to the Congress, 
one that helped, rather than potentially 
harmed, the people we were sent here to rep
resent. It is unfortunate we did not have the 
opportunity to vote for that bill. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, 
today, I rise in strong support of H.R. 5, the 
Unfunded Mandate Reform Act of 1995. As a 
cosponsor of this legislation this Congress and 
last Congress, I commend Chairman CLINGER 
of the Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee for his leadership in bringing this 
bill to the floor in an expeditious manner. I 
also want to commend the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT], and my 
good friend from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], for their 
leadership and hard work on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this legislation be
cause it will slow the torrent of unfunded man
dates Congress has passed onto State and 
local governments, causing local property 
taxes to rise. While any relief fron:i unfunded 
mandates are welcome, I want to remind my 
colleagues that the protection from unfunded 
mandates contained in this bill are not iron
clad. This bill does include a point of order 
against any new mandates over $50 million. 
However, since this relief is statutory, a future 
Congress can circumvent this legislation by 
simple majority. Therefore, today Congress is 
not closing the door to keep new unfunded 
mandates. Instead, today Congress is merely 
slowing, not stopping, the passage of new 
mandates. 

Mr. Chairman, the only sure way to stop un
funded mandates is through a constitutional 
amendment. For this reason, I have reintro
duced legislation (H.J. Res. 27) that would 
give State and local governments a constitu-

tional guarantee against new, unfunded, Fed
eral mandates. Without constitutional protec
tion from unfunded mandates, I fear Congress 
will transfer programs to State and local gov
ernments in order to meet its obligation under 
the balanced budget amendment, instead of 
raising taxes or taking the preferable route of 
cutting spending. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5 is a necessary first 
step to protect local taxpayers. While I encour
age my colleagues to vote for this important 
legislation, I urge my colleagues to finish the 
job by supporting House Joint Resolution 27, 
a joint resolution that would stop unfunded 
Federal mandates constitutionally. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 5, the Unfunded Mandate 
Reform Act of 1995. While I am keenly aware 
of the fact that many of our State and local 
governments face formidable financial con
straints-not unlike those of our Federal Gov
ernment-I am also extremely conscious of 
my duty as a Member of Congress to act in 
the best interest of the people I represent and 
the American public. We cannot and should 
not, in an attempt to decrease financial bur
dens placed on State and local governments, 
shirk our responsibility to act in the best inter
est of the American people. This flawed and 
hurried legislation will not only fail to resolve 
the financial difficulties of State and local gov
ernments, but will endanger the American 
public. 

The bill before us today, the Unfunded Man
date Reform Act of 1995, will not only attempt 
to undo many of the important accomplish
ments of the U.S. Congress, but also seeks to 
undermine many of our most important efforts 
to improve the quality of life for all Americans. 

The stated purpose of the Unfunded Man
dates Reform Act is to limit Congress' ability 
to impose Federal mandates on State and 
local government. While I agree that Congress 
should be aware of the nature and extent of 
costs that may be imposed on State and local 
government, this proposed measure goes well 
beyond this legitimate objective of balancing 
the responsibilities placed on these govern
ments. In fact, this bill is specifically designed 
to inhibit the will of the people by creating arti
ficial obstacles to congressional support for 
programs the current majority has long sought 
to weaken if not totally eliminate, including 
laws that protect the environment, enhance 
voter participation, strengthen crime control, 
and heighten worker and citizen safety. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is unprece
dented in its scope. Few areas of Federal leg
islation will be unaffected by this measure, yet, 
with very little opportunity for open hearing, 
and with limited debate, this act has been 
placed before us. A measure of this kind re
quires detailed analysis of the impact it may 
have on the American people, but no such re
view has or will take place. In the current rush 
to force this bill to the floor of this House, the 
will of the American people will certainly be 
compromised. 

H.R. 5 will have a devastating impact on the 
environment. As a Representative of the urban 
district of Cleveland, OH, I have first-hand wit
nessed the severity of the environmental prob
lems this Nation and its inner cities now face. 
The quality of most urban air and water in this 
country is in dire need of immediate attention. 

Mr. Chairman, without so-called unfunded 
mandates such as the Clean Water Act, the 
Clean Air Act, and the Endangered Species 
Act-all acts that represent significant steps 
towards remedying the effects of environ
mental devastation and injustic~the Amer
ican people and all future generations will be 
harmed forever. 

This bill will also significantly compromise 
citizen and worker safety. Last year, over 
10,000 American workers died in the work
place. Another 70,000 were permanently dis
abled, and more than 100,000 contracted fatal 
occupational illnesses. H.R. 5 will greatly in
hibit our ability to protect the American popu
lation from unsafe products, dangerous work
ing conditions, and avoidable disasters. I can
not in good conscience endanger American 
workers by supporting this bill. 

Furthermore, Mr. ·Chairman, this legislation 
will not only have a dramatic and disastrous 
impact on future legislation, it will also affect 
existing legislation. Bills that reauthorize exist
ing laws, by enhancing standards, or by en
hancing the scope of the original legislation, 
which results in an increase in costs for State 
and local government, will all be inhibited by 
unfunded mandates. Important measures 
placed in jeopardy by this proposed legislation 
include the Brady bill that mandates a waiting 
period prior to the purchase of a firearm; the 
Family Medical Leave Act that permits parents 
to take care of their sick children; and the Na
tional Voter Registration Act that would greatly 
enhance voter participation. 

Perhaps the most negative impact of this 
proposed legislation will be on future legisla
tion that may be considered by Congress. Any 
proposed legislation that is designed to protect 
workers and citizens from unnecessary injury, 
protect the environment, or end poverty, will 
be subject to exclusion under this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, adding to the cynical ap
proach employed by this legislation, I am sad 
to report that this law has been engineered to 
take effect on October 1 of this year, to en
sure that the Republican Contract With Amer
ica and the attempted rescissions of fiscal 
year 1995 appropriations, would not be sub
ject to its requirements. This transparent effort 
to exempt Republican legislation is clearly un
just and further hinders the will of the Amer
ican people. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that H.R. 5 and 
the circumstances under which it is presented 
in this House attempt to mislead the American 
people to believe that cookie cutter, simplistic 
solutions will cure what ails this Nation. Noth
ing could be further from the truth. As our Na
tion faces an epidemic of pollution, discrimina
tion, and poverty, the solution to these prob
lems will not be found in quick fixes like the 
Unfunded Mandate Reform Act. The American 
people elected us to act in their best interest, 
not compromise their welfare because Gov
ernment refuses to have the courage to meet 
its obligations. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
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Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
EMERSON, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 5) to curb the practice of impos
ing unfunded Federal mandates on 
States and local governments, to en
sure that the Federal Government pays 
the costs incurred by those govern
ments in complying with certain re
quirements under Federal statutes and 
regulations, and to provide information 
on the cost of Federal mandates on the 
private sector, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 38, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MRS. 
COLLINS OF ILLINOIS 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Yes, in its 
present form, I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will r eport the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois moves to recom

mit the bill to the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was re

jected. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 360, noes 74, 
not voting 1, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker <CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barela 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevlll 
Bllbray 
B111rakls 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Colllns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubln 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 

[Roll No. 83] 
AYES-360 

Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frlsa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD> 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 

Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kllnk 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnls 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mlller(FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinar! 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson <FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Qulllen 
Quinn 
Radanovlch 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 

Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
$1sisky 
Skeen 

Abercrombie 
Be!lenson 
Bonlor 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Clay 
Clayton 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Engel 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fllner 
Foglletta 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 

Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 

NOES-74 
Hinchey 
Jefferson 
Johnston 
Kennedy (RI) 
LaFalce 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Maloney 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meek 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Rangel 

NOT VOTING-1 
Becerra 

0 1618 

Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traflcant 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Watts <OK> 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stokes 
Thompson 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Woolsey 
Yates 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the voting). The Chair wants to an
nounce that the reason we have gone 
beyond 17 minutes, as several Members 
have inquired about, is that the com
puter has broken down, and the staff is 
finishing making sure the vote is accu
rate. So on behalf of the computer, the 
Chair apologizes. 

0 1621 

Mrs. CLAYTON changed her vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. RICHARDSON, Ms. RIVERS, and 
Mr. BALLENGER changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. CLINGER,. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 1) to 
curb the practice of imposing unfunded 
Federal mandates on States and local 
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governments; to strengthen the part
nership between the Federal Govern
ment and State, local and tribal gov
ernments; to end the imposition, in the 
absence of full consideration by Con
gress, of Federal mandates on State, 
local, and tribal governments without 
adequate funding, in a manner that 
may displace other essential govern
mental priorities; and to ensure that 
the Federal Government pays the costs 
incurred by those governments in com
plying with certain requirements under 
Federal statutes and regulations, and 
for other purposes, and ask for its im
mediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 1 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Unfunded 
Mandate Reform Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are-
(1) to strengthen the partnership between 

the Federal Government and State, local, 
and tribal governments; 

(2) to end the imposition, in the absence of 
full consideration by Congress, of Federal 
mandates on State, local, and tribal govern
ments without adequate Federal funding, in 
a manner that may displace other essential 
State, local, and tribal governmental prior
ities; 

(3) to assist Congress in its consideration 
of proposed legislation establishing or revis
ing Federal programs containing Federal 
mandates affecting State, local, and tribal 
governments, and the private sector by-

(A) providing for the development of infor
mation about the nature and size of man
dates in proposed legislation; and 

(B) establishing a mechanism to bring such 
information to the attention of the S•:nate 
and the House of Representatives before the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
vote on proposed legislation; 

(4) to promote informed and deliberate de
cisions by Congress on the appropriateness of 
Federal mandates in any particular instance; 

(5) to require that Congress consider 
whether to provide funding to assist State, 
local, and tribal governments in complying 
with Federal mandates, to require analyses 
of the impact of private sector mandates, 
and through the dissemination of that infor
mation provide informed and deliberate deci
sions by Congress and Federal agencies and 
retain competitive balance between the pub
lic and private sectors; 

(6) to establish a point-of-order vote on the 
consideration in the Senate and House of 
Representatives of legislation containing 
significant Federal mandates; and 

(7) to assist Federal agencies in their con
sideration of proposed regulations affecting 
State, local, and tribal governments, by-

(A) requiring that Federal agencies develop 
a process to enable the elected and other of
ficials of State, local, and tribal govern
ments to provide input when Federal agen
cies are developing regulations; and 

(B) requiring that Federal agencies prepare 
and consider better estimates of the budg
etary impact of regulations containing Fed
eral mandates upon State, local, and tribal 
governments before adopting such regula
tions, and ensuring that small governments 
are given special consideration in that proc
ess. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act--
(1) the terms defined under section 408(h) of 

the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (as added by section 101 
of this Act) shall have the meanings as so de
fined; and 

(2) the term " Director" means the Director 
of the Congressional Budget Office. 
SEC. 4. EXCLUSIONS. 

This Act shall not apply to any provision 
in a bill, joint resolution, amendment, mo
tion, or conference report before Congress 
and any provision in a proposed or final Fed
eral regulation that--

(1) enforces constitutional rights of indi
viduals; 

(2) establishes or enforces any statutory 
rights that prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex, national or
igin, age, handicap, or disability; 

(3) requires compliance with accounting 
and auditing procedures with respect to 
grants or other money or property provided 
by the United States Government; 

(4) provides for emergency assistance or re
lief at the request of any State, local, or 
tribal government or any official of a State, 
local, or tribal government; 

(5) is necessary for the national security or 
the ratification or implementation of inter
national treaty obligations; or 

(6) the President designates as emergency 
legislation and that the Congress so des
ignates in statute. 
SEC. 5. AGENCY ASSISTANCE. 

Each agency shall provide to the Director 
such information and assistance as the Di
rector may reasonably request to assist the 
Director in carrying out this Act. 
TITLE I-LEGISLATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY 

AND REFORM 
SEC. 101. LEGISLATIVE MANDATE ACCOUNTABIL· 

ITY AND REFORM . 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Title IV of the Congres

sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 408. LEGISLATIVE MANDATE ACCOUNT· 

ABILITY AND REFORM • 
"(a) DUTIES OF CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT

TEES.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-When a committee of au

thorization of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives reports a bill or joint resolu
tion of public character that includes any 
Federal mandate, the report of the commit
tee accompanying the bill or joint resolution 
shall contain the information required by 
paragraphs (3) and ( 4). 

"(2) SUBMISSION OF BILLS TO THE DIREC
TOR.-When a committee of authorization of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
orders reported a bill or joint resolution of a 
public character, the committee shall 
promptly provide the bill or joint resolution 
to the Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office and shall identify to the Director any 
Federal mandates contained in the bill or 
resolution. 

"(3) REPORTS ON FEDERAL MANDATES.-Each 
report described under paragraph (1) shall 
contain-

"(A) an identification and description of 
any Federal mandates in the bill or joint res-

olution, including the direct costs to State, 
local, and tribal governments, and to the pri
vate sector, required to comply with the 
Federal mandates; 

"(B) a qualitative, and if practicable, a 
quantitative assessment of costs and benefits 
anticipated from the Federal mandates (in
cluding the effects on health and safety and 
the protection of the natural environment); 
and 

"(C) a statement of the degree to which a 
Federal mandate affects both the public and 
private sectors and the extent to which Fed
eral payment of public sector costs or the 
modification or termination of the Federal 
mandate as provided under subsection 
(c)(l)(B) would affect the competitive bal
ance between State, local, or tribal govern
ments and privately owned businesses in
cluding a description of the actions, if any, 
taken by the committee to avoid any adverse 
impact on the private sector or the competi
tive balance between the public sector and 
the private sector. 

" (4) INTERGOVERNMENTAL MANDATES.-If 
any of the Federal mandates in the bill or 
joint resolution are Federal intergovern
mental mandates, the report required under 
paragraph (1) shall also contain-

"(A)(i) a statement of the amount, if any, 
of increase or decrease in authorization of 
appropriations under existing Federal finan
cial assistance programs, or of authorization 
of appropriations for new Federal financial 
assistance, provided by the bill or joint reso
lution and usable for activities of State, 
local, or tribal governments subject to the 
Federal intergovernmental mandates; 

"(ii) a statement of whether the committee 
intends that the Federal intergovernmental 
mandates be partly or entirely unfunded, and 
if so, the reasons for that intention; and 

"(iii) if funded in whole or in part, a state
ment of whether and how the committee has 
created a mechanism to allocate the funding 
in a manner that is reasonably consistent 
with the expected direct costs among and be
tween the respective levels of State, local, 
and tribal government; and 

"(B) any existing sources of Federal assist
ance in addition to those identified in sub
paragraph (A) that may assist State, local, 
and tribal governments in meeting the direct 
costs of the Federal intergovernmental man
dates. 

"(5) PREEMPTION CLARIFICATION AND INFOR
MATION.-When a committee of authorization 
of the Senate or the House of Representa
tives reports a bill or joint resolution of pub
lic character, the committee report accom
panying the bill or joint resolution shall con
tain, if relevant to the bill or joint resolu
tion, an explicit statement on the extent to 
which the bill or joint resolution preempts 
any State, local, or tribal law, and, if so, an 
explanation of the reasons for such preemp
tion. 

"(6) PUBLICATION OF STATEMENT FROM THE 
DIRECTOR.-

"(A) Upon receiving a statement (including 
any supplemental statement) from the Di
rector under subsection (b), a committee of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
shall publish the statement in the commit
tee report accompanying the bill or joint res
olution to which the statement relates if the 
statement is available at the time the report 
is printed. 

"(B) If the statement is not published in 
the report, or if the bill or joint resolution to 
which the statement relates ls expected to be 
considered by the Senate or the House of 
Representatives before the report is pub
lished, the committee shall cause the state
ment, or a summary thereof, to be published 



3254 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 1, 1995 
in the Congressional Record in advance of 
floor consideration of the bill or joint resolu
tion. 

"(b) DUTIES OF THE DIRECTOR; STATEMENTS 
ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS OTHER 
THAN APPROPRIATIONS BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTIONS.-

"(l) FEDERAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL MAN
DATES IN REPORTED BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.
For each bill or joint resolution of a public 
character reported by any committee of au
thorization of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, the Director of the Congres
sional Budget Office shall prepare and sub
mit to the committee a statement as follows: 

"(A) If the Director estimates that the di
rect cost of all Federal intergovernmental 
mandates in the bill or joint resolution will 
equal or exceed SS0,000,000 (adjusted annually 
for inflation) in the fiscal year in which any 
Federal intergovernmental mandate in the 
bill or joint resolution (or in any necessary 
implementing regulation) would first be ef
fective or in any of the 4 fiscal years follow
ing such fiscal year, the Director shall so 
state, specify the estimate, and briefly ex
plain the basis of the estimate. 

"(B) The estimate required under subpara
graph (A) shall include estimates (and brief 
explanations of the basis of the estimates) 
of-

"(i) the total amount of direct cost of com
plying with the Federal intergovernmental 
mandates in the bill or joint resolution, but 
no more than 10 years beyond the effective 
date of the mandate; and 

"(11) the amount, if any, of increase in au
thorization of appropriations under existing 
Federal financial assistance programs, or of 
authorization of appropriations for new Fed
eral financial assistance, provided by the bill 
or joint resolution and usable by State, 
local, or tribal governments for activities 
subject to the Federal · intergovernmental 
mandates. 

"(C) If the Director determines that it is 
not feasible to make a reasonable estimate 
that would be required under subparagraphs 
(A) and (B), the Director shall not make the 
estimate, but shall report in the statement 
that the reasonable estimate cannot be made 
and shall include the reasons for that deter
mination in the statement. If such deter
mination is made by the Director, a point of 
order shall lie only under subsection (c)(l)(A) 
and as if the requirement of subsection 
(c)(l)(A) had not been met. 

"(2) FEDERAL PRIVATE SECTOR MANDATES IN 
REPORTED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS.-For 
each bill or joint resolution of a public char
acter reported by any committee of author
ization of the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives; the Director of the Congres
sional Budget Office shall prepare and sub
mit to the committee a statement as follows: 

"(A) If the Director estimates that the di
rect cost of all Federal private sector man
dates in the bill or joint resolution will equal 
or exceed $200,000,000 (adjusted annually for 
inflation) in the fiscal year in which any 
Federal private sector mandate in the bill or 
joint resolution (or in any necessary imple
menting regulation) would first be effective 
or in any of the 4 fiscal years following such 
fiscal year, the Director shall so state, speci
fy the estimate, and briefly explain the basis 
of the estimate. 

"(B) Estimates required under this para
graph shall include estimates (and a brief ex
planation of the basis of the estimates) of-

"(i) the total amount of direct costs of 
complying with the Federal private sector 
mandates in the bill or joint resolution, but 
no more than 10 years beyond the effective 
date of the mandate; and 

"(ii) the amount, if any, of increase in au
thorization of appropriations under existing 
Federal financial assistance programs. or of 
authorization of appropriations for new Fed
eral financial assistance, provided by the bill 
or joint resolution usable by the private sec
tor for the activities subject to the Federal 
private sector mandates. 

"(C) If the Director determines that it is 
not feasible to make a reasonable estimate 
that would be required under subparagraphs 
(A) and (B), the Director shall not make the 
estimate, but shall report in the statement 
that the reasonable estimate cannot be made 
and shall include the reasons for that deter
mination in the statement. 

"(3) LEGISLATION FALLING BELOW THE DI
RECT COSTS THRESHOLDS.-If the Director es
timates that the direct costs of a Federal 
mandate will not equal or exceed the thresh
olds specified in paragraphs (1) and (2), the 
Director shall so state and shall briefly ex
plain the basis of the estimate. 

"(4) AMENDED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU
TIONS; CONFERENCE REPORTS.-If a bill or 
joint resolution is passed in an amended 
form (including if passed by one House as an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute for 
the text of a bill or joint resolution from the 
other House) or is reported by a committee 
of conference in amended form, and the 
amended form contains a Federal mandate 
not previously considered by either House or 
which contains an increase in the direct cost 
of a previously considered Federal mandate, 
then the committee of conference shall en
sure, to the greatest extent practicable, that 
the Director shall prepare a statement as 
provided in this paragraph or a supplemental 
statement for the bill or joint resolution in 
that amended form. 

"(c) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO POINT OF 
ORDER IN THE SENATE.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-It shall not be in order in 
the Senate to consider-

"(A) any bill or joint resolution that is re
ported by a committee unless the committee 
has published a statement of the Director on 
the direct costs of Federal mandates in ac
cordance with subsection (a)(6) before such 
consideration; and 

"(B) any bill, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report that would in
crease the direct costs of Federal intergov
ernmental mandates by an amount that 
causes the thresholds specified in subsection 
(b)(l)(A) to be exceeded, unless-

"(i) the b11l, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report provides direct 
spending authority for each fiscal year for 
the Federal intergovernmental mandates in
cluded in the bill, joint resolution, amend
ment, motion, or conference report in an 
amount that is equal to the direct costs of 
such mandate; 

"(11) the bill, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report provides an in
crease in receipts and an increase in direct 
spending authority for each fiscal year for 
the Federal intergovernmental mandates in
cluded in the bill, joint resolution, amend
ment, motion, or conference report in an 
amount equal to the direct costs of such 
mandate; or 

"(iii) the bill, joint resolution, amend
ment, motion, or conference report includes 
an authorization for appropriations in an 
amount equal to the direct costs of such 
mandate, and-

"(!) identifies a specific dollar amount of 
the direct costs of the mandate for each year 
or other period up to 10 years during which 
the mandate shall be in effect under the bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion or con-

ference report, and such estimate is consist
ent with the estimate determined under 
paragraph (5) for each fiscal year; and 

"(II) identifies any appropriation bill that 
is expected to provide for Federal funding of 
the direct cost referred to under subclause 
(III); 

"(Ill)(aa) provides that if for any fiscal 
year the responsible Federal agency deter
mines that there are insufficient appropria
tions to provide for the estimated direct 
costs of the mandate, the Federal agency 
shall (not later than 30 days after the begin
ning of the fiscal year) notify the appro
priate authorizing committees of Congress of 
the determination and submit either-

"(1) a statement that the agency has deter
mined, based on a re-estimate of the direct 
costs of a mandate, after consultation with 
State, local, and tribal governments, that 
the amount appropriated is sufficient to pay 
for the direct costs of the mandate; or 

"(2) legislative recommendations for either 
implementing a less costly mandate or mak
ing the mandate ineffective for the fiscal 
year; 

"(bb) provides expedited procedures for the 
consideration of the statement or legislative 
recommendations referred to in item (aa) by 
Congress not later than 30 days after the 
statement or recommendations are submit
ted to Congress; and 

"(cc) provides that the mandate shall-
"(1) in the case of a statement referred to 

in item (aa)(l), cease to be effective 60 days 
after the statement is submitted unless Con
gress has approved the agency's determina
tion by joint resolution during the 60-day pe
riod; 

"(2) cease to be effective 60 days after the 
date the legislative recommendations of the 
responsible Federal agency are submitted to 
Congress under 1 tern (aa)(2) unless Congress 
provides otherwise by law; or 

"(3) in the case of a mandate that has not 
yet taken effect, continue not to be effective 
unless Congress provides otherwise by law. 

"(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-The provi
sions of paragraph (l)(B)(Ill) shall not be 
construed to prohibit or otherwise restrict a 
State, local, or tribal government from vol
untarily electing to remain subject to the 
original Federal intergovernmental man
date, complying with the programmatic or 
financial responsibilities of the original Fed
eral intergovernmental mandate and provid
ing the funding necessary consistent with 
the costs of Federal agency assistance, mon
itoring, and enforcement. 

"(3) COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS.-(A) 
Paragraph (1)-

"(1) shall not apply to any bill or resolu
tion reported by the Committee on Appro
priations of the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives; but 

"(11) shall apply to-
"(l) any legislative provision increasing di

rect costs of a Federal intergovernmental 
mandate contained in any bill or resolution 
reported by such Comm! ttee; 

"(II) any legislative provision increasing 
direct costs of a Federal intergovernmental 
mandate contained in any amendment of
fered to a bill or resolution reported by such 
Committee; 

"(Ill) any legislative provision increasing 
direct costs of a Federal intergovernmental 
mandate in a conference report accompany
ing a bill or resolution reported by such 
Committee; and 

"(IV) any legislative provision increasing 
direct costs of a Federal intergovernmental 
mandate contained in any amendments in 
disagreement between the two Houses to any 
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bill or resolution reported by such Commit
tee. 

"(B) Upon a point of order being made by 
any Senator against any provision listed in 
subparagraph (A)(ii), and the point of order 
being sustained by the Chair, such specific 
provision shall be deemed stricken from the 
bill, resolution, amendment, amendment in 
disagreement, or conference report and may 
not be offered as an amendment from the 
floor. 

"(4) DETERMINATIONS OF APPLICABILITY TO 
PENDING LEGISLATION.-For purposes of this 
subsection, in the Senate, the presiding offi
cer of the Senate shall consult with the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs, to the ex
tent practicable, on questions concerning the 
applicability of this section to a pending bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con
ference report. 

"(5) DETERMINATIONS OF FEDERAL MANDATE 
LEVELS.-For purposes of this subsection, in 
the Senate, the levels of Federal mandates 
for a fiscal year shall be determined based on 
the estimates made by the Committee on the 
Budget. 

"(d) ENFORCEMENT IN THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES.-lt shall not be in order in 
the House of Representatives to consider a 
rule or order that waives the application of 
subsection (c) to a bill or joint resolution re
ported by a committee of authorization. 

"(e) REQUESTS FROM SENATORS.-At the 
written request of a Senator, the Director 
shall, to the extent practicable, prepare an 
estimate of the direct costs of a Federal 
intergovernmental mandate contained in a 
bill, joint resolution, amendment, or motion 
of such Senator. 

"(f) CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION.-(!) 
This section applies to any bill, joint resolu
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re
port that reauthorizes appropriations, or 
that amends existing authorizations of ap
propriations, to carry out any statute, or 
that otherwise amends any statute, only if 
enactment of the bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report--

"(A) would result in a net reduction in or 
elimination of authorization of appropria
tions for Federal financial assistance that 
would be provided to State, local, or tribal 
governments for use for the purpose of com
plying with any Federal intergovernmental 
mandate, or to the private sector for use to 
comply with any Federal private sector man
date, and would not eliminate or reduce du
ties established by the Federal mandate by a 
corresponding amount; or 

"(B) would result in a net increase in the 
aggregate amount of direct costs of Federal 
intergovernmental mandates or Federal pri
vate sector mandates otherwise than as de
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

"(2)(A) For purposes of this section, the di
rect cost of the Federal mandates in a bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con
ference report that reauthorizes appropria
tions, or that amends existing authoriza
tions of appropriations, to carry out a stat
ute, or that otherwise amends any statute, 
means the net increase, resulting from en
actment of the bill, joint resolution, amend
ment, motion, or conference report, in the 
amount described under subparagraph (B)(i) 
over the amount described under subpara
graph (B)(ii). 

"(B) The amounts referred to under sub
paragraph (A) are-

"(1) the aggregate amount of direct costs of 
Federal mandates that would result under 
the statute if the bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report is 
enacted; and 

"(ii) the aggregate amount of direct costs 
of Federal mandates that would result under 
the statute if the bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
were not enacted. 

"(C) For purposes of this paragraph, in the 
case of legislation to extend authorization of 
appropriations, the authorization level that 
would be provided by the extension shall be 
compared to the auhorization level for the 
last year in which authorization of appro
priations is already provided. 

"(g) EXCLUSIONS.-This section shall not 
apply to any provision in a bill, joint resolu
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re
port before Congress that--

"(1) enforces constitutional rights of indi
viduals; 

"(2) establishes or enforces any statutory 
rights that prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex, national or
igin, age, handicap, or disability; 

"(3) requires compliance with accounting 
and auditing procedures with respect to 
grants or other money or property provided 
by the United States Government; 

"(4) provides for emergency assistance or 
relief at the request of any State, local, or 
tribal government or any official of a State, 
local, or tribal government; 

"(5) is necessary for the national security 
or the ratification or implementation of 
international treaty obligations; or 

"(6) the President designates as emergency 
legislation and that the Congress so des
ignates in statute. 

"(h) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) The term 'Federal intergovernmental 
mandate' means--

"(A) any provision in legislation, statute, 
or regulation that--

"(i) would impose an enforceable duty upon 
State, local, or tribal governments, except

"(!)a condition of Federal assistance; or 
"(II) a duty arising from participation in a 

voluntary Federal program, except as pro
vided in subparagraph (B)); or 

"(ii) would reduce or eliminate the amount 
of authorization of appropriations for-

"(l) Federal financial assistance that 
would be provided to State, local, or tribal 
governments for the purpose of complying 
with any such previously imposed duty un
less such duty is reduced or eliminated by a 
corresponding amount; or 

"(II) the control of borders by the Federal 
Government; or reimbursement to State, 
local, or tribal governments for the net cost 
associated with illegal, deportable, and ex
cludable aliens, including court-mandated 
expenses related to emergency health care, 
education or criminal justice; when such a 
reduction or elimination would result in in
creased net costs to State, local, or tribal 
governments in providing education or emer
gency health care to, or incarceration of, il
legal aliens; except that this subclause shall 
not be in effect with respect to a State, 
local, or tribal government, to the extent 
that such government has not fully cooper
ated in the efforts of the Federal Govern
ment to locate, apprehend, and deport illegal 
aliens; 

"(B) any provision in legislation, statute, 
or regulation that relates to a then-existing 
Federal program under which $500,000,000 or 
more is provided annually to State, local, 
and tribal governments under entitlement 
authority, if the provision-

"(i)(l) would increase the stringency of 
conditions of assistance to State, local, or 
tribal governments under the program; or 

"(II) would place caps upon, or otherwise 
decrease, the Federal Government's respon-

sibility to provide funding to State, local, or 
tribal governments under the program; and 

"(11) the State, local, or tribal govern
ments that participate in the Federal pro
gram lack authority under that program to 
amend their financial or programmatic re
sponsibilities to continue providing required 
services that are affected by the legislation, 
statute, or regulation. 

"(2) The term 'Federal private sector man
date' means any provision in legislation, 
statute, or regulation that--

"(A) would impose an enforceable duty 
upon the private sector except--

"(i) a condition of Federal assistance; or 
"(ii) a duty arising from participation in a 

voluntary Federal program; or 
"(B) would reduce or eliminate the amount 

of authorization of appropriations for Fed
eral financial assistance that will be pro
vided to the private sector for the purposes 
of ensuring compliance with such duty. 

"(3) The term 'Federal mandate' means a 
Federal intergovernmental mandate or a 
Federal private sector mandate, as defined in 
paragraphs (1) and (2). 

"(4) The terms 'Federal mandate direct 
costs' and 'direct costs'-

"(A)(i) in the case of a Federal intergov
ernmental mandate, mean the aggregate es
timated amounts that all State, local, and 
tribal governments would be required to 
spend in order to comply with the Federal 
intergovernmental mandate; or 

"(ii) in the case of a provision referred to 
in paragraph (l)(A)(ii), mean the amount of 
Federal financial assistance eliminated or 
reduced; 

"(B) in the case of a Federal private sector 
mandate, mean the aggregate estimated 
amounts that the private sector will be re
quired to spend in order to comply with the 
Federal private sector mandate; 

"(C) shall not include--
"(i) estimated amounts that the State, 

local, and tribal governments (in the case of 
a Federal intergovernmental mandate) or 
the private sector (in the case of a Federal 
private sector mandate) would spend-

"(!) to comply with or carry out all appli
cable Federal, State, local, and tribal laws 
and regulations in effect at the time of the 
adoption of the Federal mandate for the 
same activity as is affected by that Federal 
mandate; or 

"(II) to comply with or carry out State, 
local, and tribal governmental programs, or 
private-sector business or other activities in 
effect at the time of the adoption of the Fed
eral mandate for the same activity as is af
fected by that mandate; or 

"(ii) expenditures to the extent that such 
expenditures will be offset by any direct sav
ings to the State, local, and tribal govern
ments, or by the private sector, as a result 
of-

"(l) compliance with the Federal mandate; 
or 

"(II) other changes in Federal law or regu
lation that are enacted or adopted in the 
same bill or joint resolution or proposed or 
final Federal regulation and that govern the 
same activity as is affected by the Federal 
mandate; and 

"(D) shall be determined on the assump
tion that State, local, and tribal govern
ments, and the private sector will take all 
reasonable steps necessary to mitigate the 
costs resulting from the Federal mandate, 
and will comply with applicable standards of 
practice and conduct established by recog
nized professional or trade associations. Rea
sonable steps to mitigate the costs shall not 
include increases in State, local, or tribal 
taxes or fees. 
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"(5) The term 'amount', with respect to an 

authorization of appropriations for Federal 
financial assistance, means the amount of 
budget authority for any Federal grant as
sistance program or any Federal program 
providing loan guarantees or direct loans. 

"(6) The term 'private sector' means all 
persons or entitles in the United States, in
cluding individuals, partnerships, associa
tions, corporations, and educational and 
nonprofit institutions, but shall not include 
State, local, or tribal governments. 

"(7) The term 'local government' has the 
same meaning as in section 6501(6) of title 31, 
United States Code. 

"(8) The term 'tribal government' means 
any Indian tribe, band, nation, or other orga
nized group or community, including any 
Alaska Native village or regional or village 
corporation as defined in or established pur
suant to the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act (85 Stat. 688; 43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) 
which is recognized as eligible for the special 
programs and services provided by the Unit
ed States to Indians because of their special 
status as Indians. 

"(9) The term 'small government' means 
any small governmental jurisdictions de
fined in section 601(5) of title 5, United 
States Code, and any tribal government. 

"(10) The term 'State' has the same mean
ing as in section 6501(9) of title 31, United 
State Code. 

"(11) The term 'agency' has the meaning as 
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United 
States Code, but does not include independ
ent regulatory agencies, as defined in section 
3502(10) of title 44, United States Code, or the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency or 
the Office of Thrift Supervision. 

"(12) The term 'regulation' or 'rule' has the 
meaning of 'rule' as defined in sec.tion 601(2) 
of title 5, United States Code. 

"(13) The term 'direct savings', when used 
with respect to the result of compliance with 
the Federal mandate-

"(A) in the case of a Federal intergovern
mental mandate, means the aggregate esti
mated reduction in costs to any State, local, 
or tribal government as a result of compli
ance with the Federal intergovernmental 
mandate; and 

"(B) in the case of a Federal private sector 
mandate, means the aggregate estimated re
duction in costs to the private sector as a re
sult of compliance with the Federal private 
sector mandate.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENT.-The table of contents in section l(b) 
of the Congressional Budget and Impound
ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by add
ing after the item relating to section 407 the 
following new item: 
"Sec. 408. Legislative mandate accountabil

ity and reform.". 
SEC. 102. ASSISTANCE TO COMMITTEES AND 

STUDIES. 
The Congressional Budget and Impound-

ment Control Act of 1974 is amended
(1) in section 202-
(A) in subsection (c)-
(i) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para

graph (3); and 
(ii) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(2) At the request of any committee of the 

Senate or the House of Representatives, the 
Office shall, to the extent practicable, con
sult with and assist such committee in ana
lyzing the budgetary or financial impact of 
any proposed legislation that may have-

"(A) a significant budgetary impact on 
State, local, or tribal governments; or 

"(B) a significant financial impact on the 
private sector. " ; 

(B) by amending subsection (h) to read as 
follows: 

"(h) STUDIES.-
" (1) CONTINUING STUDIES.-The Director of 

the Congressional Budget Office shall con
duct continuing studies to enhance compari
sons of budget outlays, credit authority, and 
tax expenditures. 

"(2) FEDERAL MANDATE STUDIES.-
"(A) At the request of any Chairman or 

ranking member of the minority of a Com
mittee of the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives, the Director shall, to the ex
tent practicable, conduct a study of a Fed
eral mandate legislative proposal. 

"(B) In conducting a study on intergovern
mental mandates under subparagraph (A), 
the Director shall-

"(i) solicit and consider information or 
comments from elected officials (including 
their designated representatives) of State, 
local, or tribal governments as may provide 
helpful information or comments; 

"(ii) consider establishing advisory panels 
of elected officials or their designated rep
resentatives, of State, local, or tribal gov
ernments if the Director determines that 
such advisory panels would be helpful in per
forming responsibilities of the Director 
under this section; and 

"(111) if, and to the extent that the Direc
tor determines that accurate estimates are 
reasonably feasible, include estimates of-

" (I) the future direct cost of the Federal 
mandate to the extent that such costs sig
nificantly differ from or extend beyond the 5-
year period after the mandate is first effec
tive; and 

"(II) any disproportionate budgetary ef
fects of Federal mandates upon particular in
dustries or sectors of the economy, States, 
regions, and urban or rural or other types of 
communities, as appropriate. 

"(C) In conducting a study on private sec
tor mandates under subparagraph (A), the 
Director shall provide estimates, if and to 
the extent that the Director determines that 
such estimates are reasonably feasible, of-

"(i) future costs of Federal private sector 
mandates to the extent that such mandates 
differ significantly from or extend beyond 
the 5-year time period referred to in subpara
graph (B)(iii)(I); 

"(ii) any disproportionate financial effects 
of Federal private sector mandates and of 
any Federal financial assistance in the bill 
or joint resolution upon any particular in
dustries or sectors of the economy, States, 
regions, and urban or rural or other types of 
communities; and 

"(iii) the effect of Federal private sector 
mandates in the bill or joint resolution on 
the national economy, including the effect 
on productivity, economic growth, full em
ployment, creation of productive jobs, and 
international competitiveness of United 
States goods and services."; and 

(2) in section 301(d) by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: " Any 
Committee of the House of Representatives 
or the Senate that anticipates that the com
mittee will consider any proposed legislation 
establishing, amending, or reauthorizing any 
Federal program likely to have a significant 
budgetary impact on any State, local, or 
tribal government, or likely to have a sig
nificant financial impact on the private sec
tor, including any legislative proposal sub
mitted by the executive branch likely to 
have such a budgetary or financial impact, 
shall include its views and estimates on that 
proposal to the Committee on the Budget of 
the applicable House.". 

SEC. 103. COST OF REGULATIONS. 
(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense 

of the Congress that Federal agencies should 
review and evaluate planned regulations to 
ensure that the cost estimates provided by 
the Congressional Budget Office will be care
fully considered as regulations are promul
gated. 

(b) STATEMENT OF COST.-At the written re
quest of any Senator, the Director shall, to 
the extent practicable, prepare-

(1) an estimate of the costs of regulations 
implementing an Act containing a Federal 
mandate covered by section 408 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974, as added by section lOl(a) of this 
Act; and 

(2) a comparison of the costs of such regu
lations with the cost estimate provided for 
such Act by the Congressional Budget Office. 

(c) COOPERATION OF OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET.-At the request of the Director 
of the Congressional Budget Office, the Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall provide data and cost estimates 
for regulations implementing an Act con
taining a Federal mandate covered by sec
tion 408 of the Congressional Budget and Im
poundment Control Act of 1974, as added by 
section lOl(a) of this Act. 
SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Congressional Budget Office $4,500,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002 to carry out the provi
sions of this Act. 
SEC. 105. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

The provisions of section 101 are enacted 
by Congress-

( 1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives, respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of such House, 
respectively, and such rules shall supersede 
other rules only to the extent that they are 
inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to such House) at 
any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of each House. 
SEC. 106. REPEAL OF CERTAIN ANALYSIS BY CON

GRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE. 
Section 403 of the Congressional Budget 

Act of 1974 is amended
(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) by striking paragraph (2); 
(B) in paragraph (3) by striking "para

graphs (1) and (2)" and inserting ''paragraph 
(1)"; and 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; 

(2) by striking "(a)"; and 
(3) by striking subsections (b) and (c). 

SEC. 107. CONSIDERATION FOR FEDERAL FUND
ING. 

Nothing in this Act shall preclude a State, 
local, or tribal government that already 
complies with all or part of the Federal 
intergovernmental mandates included in the 
bill, joint resolution, amendment, motion, or 
conference report from consideration for 
Federal funding for the cost of the mandate, 
including the costs the State, local, or tribal 
government is currently paying and any ad
ditional costs necessary to meet the man
date. 
SEC. 108. IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that-
(1) the Congress should be concerned about 

shifting costs from Federal to State and 
local authorities and should be equally con
cerned about the growing tendency of States 
to shift costs to local governments; 
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(2) cost shifting from States to local gov

ernments has, in many instances, forced 
local governments to raise property taxes or 
curtail sometimes essential services; and 

(3) increases in local property taxes and 
cuts in essential services threaten the abil
ity of many citizens to attain and maintain 
the American dream of owning a home in a 
safe, secure community. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the sense 
of the Senate that-

(1) the Federal Government should not 
shift certain costs to the State, and States 
should end the practice of shifting costs to 
local governments, which forces many local 
governments to increase property taxes; 

(2) States should end the imposition, in the 
absence of full consideration by their legisla
tures, of State Issued mandates on local gov
ernments without adequate State funding, in 
a manner that may displace other essential 
government priorities; and 

(3) one primary objective of this Act and 
other efforts to change the relationship 
among Federal, State, and local govern
ments should be to reduce taxes and spend
ing at all levels and to end the practice of 
shifting costs from one level of government 
to another with little or no benefit to tax
payers. 
SEC. 109. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title shall take effect on January 1, 
1996 or on the date 90 days after appropria
tions are made available as authorized under 
section 104, whichever is earlier and shall 
apply to legislation considered on and after 
such date. 
TITLE II-REGULATORY ACCOUNTABILITY 

AND REFORM 
SEC. 201. REGULATORY PROCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Each agency shall, to the 
extent permitted in law-

(1) assess the effects of Federal regulations 
on State, local, and tribal governments 
(other than to the extent that such regula
tions Incorporate requirements specifically 
set forth In legislation), and the private sec
tor, including speclflcally the availability of 
resources to carry out any Federal intergov
ernmental mandates in those regulations; 
and 

(2) seek to minimize those burdens that 
uniquely or significantly affect such govern
mental entitles, consistent with achieving 
statutory and regulatory objectives. 

(b) STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENT 
INPUT.-Each agency shall, to the extent per
mitted in law, develop an effective process to 
permit elected officials (or their designated 
representatives) of State, local, and tribal 
governments to provide meaningful and 
timely input in the development of regu
latory proposals containing signlflcant Fed
eral Intergovernmental mandates. Such a 
process shall be consistent with all applica
ble laws. 

(C) AGENCY PLAN.-
(1) EFFECTS ON STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL 

GOVERNMENTS.-Before establishing any reg
ulatory requirements that might signlfl
cantly or uniquely affect small governments, 
agencies shall have developed a plan under 
which the agency shall-

(A) provide notice of the contemplated re
quirements to potentially affected small 
governments, if any; 

(B) enable officials of affected small gov
ernments to provide Input under subsection 
(b); and 

(C) inform, educate, and advise small gov
ernments on compliance with the require
ments. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 

each agency to carry but the provisions of 
this section, and for no other purpose, such 
sums as are necessary. 
SEC. 202. STATEMENTS TO ACCOMPANY SIGNIFI· 

CANT REGULATORY ACTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Before promulgating any 

final rule that includes any Federal inter
governmental mandate that may result in 
the expenditure by State, local, or tribal 
governments, and the private sector, in the 
aggregate, of Sl00,000,000 or more (adjusted 
annually for inflation by the Consumer Price 
Index) in any 1 year, and before promulgat
ing any general notice of proposed rule
making that is likely to result in promulga
tion of any such rule, the agency shall pre
pare a written statement containing-

(1) estimates by the agency, including the 
underlying analysis, of the anticipated costs 
to State, local, and tribal governments and 
the private sector of complying with the 
Federal intergovernmental mandate, and of 
the extent to which such costs may be paid 
with funds provided by the Federal Govern
ment or otherwise paid through Federal fi
nancial assistance; 

(2) estimates by the agency, if and to the 
extent that the agency determines that ac
curate estimates are reasonably feasible, 
of-

( A) the future costs of the Federal inter
governmental mandate; and 

(B) any disproportionate budgetary effects 
of the Federal intergovernmental mandate 
upon any particular regions of the Nation or 
particular State, local, or tribal govern
ments, urban or rural or other types of com
munities; 

(3) a qualitative, and if possible, a quan
titative assessment of costs and benefits an
ticipated from the Federal intergovern
mental mandate (such as the enhancement of 
health and safety and the protection of the 
natural environment); 

(4) the effect of the Federal private sector 
mandate on the national economy, including 
the effect on productivity, economic growth, 
full employment, creation of productive jobs, 
and international competitiveness of United 
States goods and services; and 

(5)(A) a description of the extent of the 
agency's prior consultation with elected rep
resentatives (or their designated representa
tives) of the affected State, local, and tribal 
governments; 

(B) a summary of the comments and con
cerns that were presented by State, local, or 
tribal governments either orally or in writ
ing to the agency; 

(C) a summary of the agency's evaluation 
of those comments and concerns; and 

(D) the agency's position supporting the 
need to Issue the regulation containing the 
Federal intergovernmental mandates (con
sidering, among other things, the extent to 
which costs may or may not be paid with 
funds provided by the Federal Government). 

(b) AGENCY STATEMENT; PRIVATE SECTOR 
MANDATES.-Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, an agency statement pre
pared pursuant to subsection (a) shall also be 
prepared for a Federal private sector man
date that may result in the expenditure by 
State, local, tribal governments, or the pri
vate sector, in the aggregate, of Sl00,000,000 
or more (adjusted annually for inflation by 
the Consumer Price Index) in any 1 year. 

(C) PROMULGATION.-In promulgating a gen
eral notice of proposed rulemaking or a final 
rule for which a statement under subsection 
(a) is required, the agency shall include in 
the promulgation a summary of the informa
tion contained in the statement. 

(d) PREPARATION IN CONJUNCTION WITH 
OTHER STATEMENT.-Any agency may pre-

pare any statement required under sub
section (a) in conjunction with or as a part 
of any other statement or analysis, provided 
that the statement or analysis satisfies the 
provisions of subsection (a). 
SEC. 203. ASSISTANCE TO THE CONGRESSIONAL 

BUDGET OFFICE. 
The Director of the Office of Management 

and Budget shall-
(1) collect from agencies the statements 

prepared under section 202; and 
(2) periodically forward copies of such 

statements to the Director of the Congres
sional Budget Office on a reasonably timely 
basis after promulgation of the general no
tice of proposed rulemaking or of the final 
rule for which the statement was prepared. 
SEC. 204. PILOT PROGRAM ON SMALL GOVERN· 

MENT FLEXIBILITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Office 

of Management and Budget, in consultation 
with Federal agencies, shall establish pilot 
programs in at least 2 agenc~es to test inno
vative, and more flexible regulatory ap
proaches that---

(1) reduce reporting and compliance bur
dens on small governments; and 

(2) meet overall statutory goals and objec
tives. 

(b) PROGRAM Focus.-The pilot programs 
shall focus on rules in effect or proposed 
rules, or a combination thereof. 
SEC. 205. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall take effect 60 days after the 
date of enactment. 

TITLE III-REVIEW OF UNFUNDED 
FEDERAL MANDATES 

SEC. 301. BASELINE STUDY OF COSTS AND BENE· 
FITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations (hereafter in this title referred to 
as the "Advisory Commission"), in consulta
tion with the Director, shall begin a study to 
examine the measurement and definition is
sues Involved in calculating the total costs 
and benefits to State, local, and tribal gov
ernments of compliance with Federal law. 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.-The study required 
by this section shall consider-

(1) the feasibility of measuring indirect 
costs and benefits as well as direct costs and 
benefits of the Federal, State, local, and 
tribal relationship; and 

(2) how to measure both the direct and in
direct benefits of Federal financial assist
ance and tax benefits to State, local, and 
tribal governments. 
SEC. 302. REPORT ON UNFUNDED FEDERAL MAN· 

DATES BY ADVISORY COMMISSION 
ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA· 
TIO NS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Advisory Commis
sion on Intergovernmental Relations shall in 
accordance with this section-

(1) investigate and review the role of un
funded Federal mandates in intergovern
mental relations and their impact on State, 
local, tribal, and Federal government objec
tives and responsibilities; 

(2) make recommendations to the Presi
dent and the Congress regarding-

(A) allowing flexibility for State, local, 
and tribal governments in complying with 
speclflc unfunded Federal mandates for 
which terms of compliance are unnecessarily 
rigid or complex; 

(B) reconciling any 2 or more unfunded 
Federal mandates which impose contradic
tory or inconsistent requirements; 

(C) terminating unfunded Federal man
dates which are duplicative, obsolete, or 
lacking in practical utility; 
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(D) suspending, on a temporary basis, un

funded Federal mandates which are not vital 
to public health and safety and which 
compound the fiscal difficulties of State, 
local, and tribal governments, including rec
ommendations for triggering such suspen
sion; 

(E) consolidating or simplifying unfunded 
Federal mandates, or the planning or report
ing requirements of such mandates, in order 
to reduce duplication and facilitate compli
ance by State, local, and tribal governments 
with those mandates; and 

(F) establishing common Federal defini
tions or standards to be used by State, local, 
and tribal governments in complying with 
unfunded Federal mandates that use dif
ferent definitions or standards for the same 
terms or principles; and 

(3) identify in each recommendation made 
under paragraph (2), to the extent prac
ticable, the specific unfunded Federal man
dates to which the recommendation applies. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REQUIREMENTS FOR MET
RIC SYSTEMS OF MEASUREMENT.-

(!) TREATMENT.-For purposes of sub
section (a) (1) and (2), the Commission shall 
consider requirements for metric systems of 
measurement to be Federal mandates. 

(2) DEFINITION.-ln this subsection, the 
term "requirements for metric systems of 
measurement" means requirements of the 
departments, agencies, and other entitles of 
the Federal Government that State, local, 
and tribal governments utilize metric sys
tems of measurement. 

(C) CRITERIA.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall es

tablish criteria for making recommendations 
under subsection (a). 

(2) ISSUANCE OF PROPOSED CRITERIA.-The 
Commission shall issue proposed criteria 
under this subsection not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and thereafter provide a period of 30 days for 
submission by the public of comments on the 
proposed criteria. 

(3) FINAL CRITERIA.-Not later than 45 days 
after the date of issuance of proposed cri
teria, the Commission shall-

(A) consider comments on the proposed cri
teria received under paragraph (2); 

CB) adopt and incorporate in final criteria 
any recommendations submitted in those 
comments that the Commission determines 
wlll aid the Commission in carrying out its 
duties under this section; and 

(C) issue final criteria under this sub
section. 

(d) PRELIMINARY REPORT.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 9 months 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commission shall-

(A) prepare and publish a preliminary re
port on its activities under this title, includ
ing preliminary recommendations pursuant 
to subsection (a); 

(B) publish in the Federal Register a notice 
of availability of the preliminary report; and 

(C) provide copies of the preliminary re
port to the public upon request. 

(2) PUBLIC HEARINGS.-The Commission 
shall hold public hearings on the preliminary 
recommendations contained in the prelimi
nary report of the Commission under this 
subsection. 

(e) FINAL REPORT.-Not later than 3 
months after the date of the publication of 
the preliminary report under subsection (c), 
the Commission shall submit to the Con
gress, including the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs of the Senate, and to the 

President a final report on the findings, con
clusions, and recommendations of the Com
mission under this section. 
SEC. 303. SPECIAL AUTHORITIES OF ADVISORY 

COMMISSION. 
(a) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-For pur

poses of carrying out this title, the Advisory 
Commission may procure temporary and 
intermittent services of experts or consult
ants under section 3109(b) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) DETAIL OF STAFF OF FEDERAL AGEN
CIES.-Upon request of the Executive Direc
tor of the Advisory Commission, the head of 
any Federal department or agency may de
tail, on a reimbursable basis, any of the per
sonnel of that department or agency to the 
Advisory Commission to assist it in carrying 
out this title. 

(C) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-The Advisory . 
Commission may, subject to appropriations, 
contract with and compensate government 
and private persons (including agencies) for 
property and services used to carry out its 
duties under this title. 
SEC. 304. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Advisory Commission to carry out sec
tion 301 and section 302, Sl,250,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 

TITLE IV-JUDICIAL REVIEW 
SEC. 401. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Any statement or report 
prepared under this Act, and any compliance 
or noncompliance with the provisions of this 
Act, and any determination concerning the 
applicability of the provisions of this Act 
shall not be subject to judicial review. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-No provision 
of this Act or amendment made by this Act 
shall be construed to create any right or ben
efit, substantive or procedural, enforceable 
by any person in any administrative or judi
cial action. No ruling or determination made 
under the provisions of this Act or amend
ments made by this Act shall be considered 
by any court in determining the intent of 
Congress or for any other purpose. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLINGER 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CLINGER moves to strike all after the 

enacting clause of S. 1 and insert the text of 
H.R. 5 as passed, as follows: 

(The engrossed provisions of H.R. 5 
were not available to be printed at 
time of publication.) 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title of th~ Senate bill was 
amended so as to read: "An Act to curb 
the practice of imposing unfunded Fed
eral mandates on States and local gov
ernments, to ensure that the Federal 
Government pays the costs incurred by 
those governments in complying with 
certain requirements under Federal 
statutes and regulations, and to pro
vide information on the cost of Federal 
mandates on the private sector, and for 
other purposes." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill, R.R. 5, was laid 
on the table. 
AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO MAKE CORRECTIONS 

IN ENGROSSMENT OF S. 1, UNFUNDED MANDATE 
REFORM ACT OF 1995 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross
ment of the Senate bill (S. 1) the Clerk 
be authorized to make technical cor
rections in spelling, punctuation, sec
tion numbering, and cross-referencing 
and the insertion of appropriate head
ings. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON S. 1, UNFUNDED 

MANDA TE REFORM ACT OF 1995 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House in
sist on its House amendments to S. 1 
and request a conference with the Sen
ate thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? The Chair hears none, 
and appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. CLINGER, DREIER, PORTMAN' 
DAVIS, and CONDIT, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. MOAKLEY. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2, THE LINE-ITEM VETO ACT 
Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on 

Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-15) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 55) providing for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 2) to give the President 
item veto authority over appropria
tions acts and targeted tax benefits in 
revenue acts, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

PROVIDING FOR CON SID ERA TION 
OF R.R. 440, LAND CONVEYANCE 
IN BUTTE COUNTY, CA 
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules I call 
up House Resolution 53 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 53 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
considel'ation of the blll (H.R. 440) to provide 
for the conveyance of lands to certain indi
viduals in Butte County, California. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Resources. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. Each section shall be con
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid
eration of the bill for amendment the Com
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
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House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
UPTON). The gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. LINDER] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

During consideration of this resolu
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 53 is 
an open rule providing for the consider
ation of R.R. 440, legislation to resolve 
title disputes between Plumas National 
Forest and landowners in Butte Coun
ty, CA. 

This rule provides for 1 hour of gen
eral debate divided equally between the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Resources Committee, after 
which any Member will have the oppor
tunity to offer an amendment to the 
bill under the 5-minute rule. Finally, 
the rule provides one motion to recom
mit. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 53 al
lows for the consideration of R.R. 440, 
legislation designed to resolve long
standing boundary issues along the 
Plumas National Forest. Due to inac
curate boundary surveys, a number of 
landowners have about 30 acres of land 
in dispute. This bill will permit the 
Secretary of Agriculture to convey all 
right, title, and interest of the United 
States regarding the affected land back 
to the owners. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
HERGER] has crafted a piece of legisla
tion that will effectively clear up the 
title disputes between the Plumas Na
tional Forest and the landowners. His 
legislation was approved without 
amendment in the Committee on Re
sources, and I expect that it will easily 
pass the House as well. 

I am pleased this bill will be consid
ered under an open rule. In the 103d 
Congress, those of us in the minority 
had ample opportunity to express our 
distress about the number of months 
that passed between bills with open 
rules. As we complete 2 weeks of dis
cussion on R.R. 5 under an open rule, I 
am now pleased to continue the prac
tice of full deliberation in this Cham
ber by calling up another open rule 
today. 

Let me respond to those who have ar
gued that this legislation could have 
simply been considered under suspen
sion of the rules. The suspension of the 
rules is an effective tool, but it is a leg
islative shortcut which requires the 
House to suspend its customary proce
dures and does not allow for amend
ments to be offered on the House floor. 

Until the 94th Congress, motions to 
suspend were only in order on the first 

and third Monday of each month. As 
we all know, subsequent changes now 
allow motions to suspend on every sin
gle Monday and Tuesday. I worry that 
the abuse of this process gives the im
pression that the legislation in ques
tion has not undergone complete and 
open deliberation in the House. 

While I admit that the suspension of 
· the rules is an effective procedure to 
expedite legislation, I believe that the 
process of open rules and open debate 
will better restore the faith of the 
American people in this House. There
fore, the new majority of this House 
will remain steadfast in its efforts to 
transform the way Congress carries out 
its business and make every effort to 
engender open debate for all Members 
on the House floor. 

Mr. Speaker, R.R. 440 was favorably 
reported out of the Committee on Re
sources by voice vote, as was the rule 
by the Rules Committee. I urge my col
leagues to support this rule, and con
tinue the spirit of openness and inter
nal reform that has returned free and 
deliberative debate to its traditional 
role in this Chamber. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume, and I thank the gentleman 
from Georgia for yielding the cus
tomary 30 minutes of debate time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. 
LINDER, has outlined very well the 
terms of the resolution. This is an open 
rule. I support the rule and urge my 
colleagues to do the same. Unfortu
nately, except for the unfunded man
dates legislation the major pieces of 
legislation that have been considered 
on the House floor this year have had 
restricted rules. We would encourage 
the majority party to be as conscien
tious about providing open rules for 
the important pieces of legislation that 
we will have before us, I am sure, espe
cially over the next couple of months. 
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In any event, Mr. Speaker, should 

there be any concerns at all about R.R. 
440, which provides for the conveyance 
of about 30 acres of land in Butte Coun
ty, CA, the rule does give ample oppor
tunity for those concerns to be ad
dressed. The bill is identical to a bill 
we passed last year by a voice vote 
under suspension of the rules. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, if I may, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend the new chairman of the 
Committee on Resources, the gen
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], and 
the new chairman of the Subcommittee 
on National Parks, the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN], for building on the 
good work of the last Congress in 
bringing this, and several other public 
lands bills, to the floor as expeditiously 
as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, we, too, 
have no further requests for time. I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF R.R. 400, THE ANAKTUVUK 
PASS LAND EXCHANGE AND WIL
DERNESS REDESIGNATION ACT 
OF 1995 
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 52 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 52 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule xxm, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 400) to provide 
for the exchange of lands within Gates of the 
Arctic National Park and Preserve, and for 
other purposes. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed 
one hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Resources. After gen
eral debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. Each 
section shall be considered as read. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re
port the bill to the House with such amend
ments as may have been adopted. The pre
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
UPTON). The gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. MCINNIS] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 52 is a 
very simple resolution. It is an open 
rule providing for 1 hour of general de
bate. After general debate, the bill 
shall be considered for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. The rule pro
vides one motion to recommit. 

The open rule demonstrates that the 
new majority intends to honor its com
mitment to have a more fair and open 
legislative process, providing the 
House with an opportunity to review 
the bills , debate them, and yes, if nec
essary, to amend them. 

The legislation is noncontroversial. 
It was reported out of the Committee 
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on Resources by a vote of 40 to 0 and is 
identical to H.R. 4746, which passed in 
the House during the 103d Congress by 
voice vote. It settles a longstanding 
dispute between the local residents of 
Anaktuvuk Pass and the Park Service 
over the use of all terrain vehicles 
[ATV] for access to subsistence re
sources. the Park Service contended 
that the ATV's injured the landscape. 
Both sides of this issue have reached an 
agreement on the lands which may be 
used for ATV access, and H.R. 400 will 
merely ratify the agreement the par
ties have reached. Without congres
sional approval, the agreement will be
come null and void. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the rule, and the underlying 
legislation. I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com
mend my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle for bringing this bill to the 
floor under an open rule. I am a fan of 
open rules because I think the Amer
ican people deserve full and fair debate 
on issues of importance, and issues on 
which there are areas of disagreement. 
I plan to support this rule on the floor. 

However, I feel compelled to point 
out that at yesterday's Rules Commit
tee hearing there appeared to be no op
position to this bill. A bill identical to 
this one was included in last year's om
nibus public lands bill-H.R. 4746-
which passed the House by voice vote 
on October 3, 1994. The current bill 
under consideration-H.R. 400-was fa
vorably ordered reported from the 
Committee on Resources by a unani
mous rollcall of 40 to 0 on January 18, 
1995. There were also no witnesses in 
opposition to this bill before the Rules 
Committee. It would seem to me, 
therefore, that this bill could have 
been moved through the process in an 
expeditious way by simply suspending 
the rules or perhaps by asking unani
mous consent. 

Mr. Speaker, even though this bill is 
a noncontroversial one, it is neverthe
less an important one for Alaska Na
tive landowners and the people of Alas
ka. The bill provides for the exchange 
of lands within the Gates of the Arctic 
Park and Preserve. It also settles a 
longstanding and difficult dispute be
tween the National Park Service and 
Alaska Native landowners over the use 
of all-terrain vehicles [ATV's] by the 
local residents of Anaktuvuk Pass. 

As I indicated, we do have an open 
rule on this bill which I hope my col
leagues will join me in supporting. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, what 
concerned me a little bit is listening to 
the debate on the previous rule, and I 

have not heard the debate on this 
mixup when I just walked in, but I was 
a little bit concerned, and some of us 
who may have that concern, it may not 
amount to anything for the future. But 
I just want to say that my concern is 
that these bills, which are non
controversial, and like, as has been 
said, have been utilized on the Suspen
sion Calendar, or even by unanimous 
consent, because there is no con
troversy; but to use a rule procedure in 
an open rule procedure leaves some of 
us to concern ourselves about the fu
ture, that since there was a statement 
made by the chairman of the Commit
tee on Rules early on in this session 
that when we got rid of this 2-year 
cycle, when we looked back over the 2 
years, that we would find that 70 per
cent of the bills were under an open 
rule. 

Now what concerned me is that we 
are going to see little-bitty bills that 
are not of any controversial nature at 
all under open rules, and we can have a 
whole bunch of those, and then we see 
a very controversial bill come along 
that does not have an open rule, and 
then when we look at the average out 
and a percentage, the percentage is 
what the chairman said. 

Now I am not saying that that is 
going to happen. I am just saying that 
is a concern of mine as the utilization 
of the rule process rather than using 
unanimous consent or rather than 
using suspensions, and only time will 
tell. 

I do not plan to do anything today. I 
just want to alert the other side to my 
concern, and I see the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules is on his feet, and 
I would be glad to listen to him talk 
here, listen because that is the only 
concern I have. I am not here to offer 
any amendments or do anything like 
that, just to express the concern that I 
and, I think, several of our minority 
Members have as to what is going to 
happen in the future if we go along in 
this 2-year cycle. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON], the chairman of the committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
MCINNIS] for yielding this time to me, 
and I could just say to my good friend 
from Missouri, as my colleagues know, 
he says, "Now I'm not saying this," 
and, "I'm not saying that," but it is 
the inference out there, and the gen
tleman knows that really does bother 
me. 

But as my colleagues know, there are 
three reasons why these bills were 
scheduled, and I would just like to take 
a minute to tell the gentleman. 

First our leadership, the Republican 
leadership, the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], our Speaker, has 
committed to fewer suspensions since 

the process does prohibit amendments, 
and we all know that, and we have to 
keep in mind that there are, as my col
league knows, half of us here today 
that are new Members in the last 2 
years, half of us, and those Members, if 
they want to offer amendments, we 
want to try to open up this process. We 
want to be as open and as fair and ac
countable as we possibly can. 
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We want to be open. We want to offer 

open rules whenever we can. 
Second, to ensure that the suspen

sion process is not abused, the leader
ship has erected more procedural re
quirements before a chairman can even 
request that a bill be considered under 
suspension, and that is very important. 

Third, there are some measures 
which may be even non-controversial 
enough to consider by unanimous con
sent, not even on the suspension cal
endar. We have one of those. One of 
them was naming a building after one 
of the most respective Members of this 
body, Bob Lagomarsino. That ought to 
be brought up under unanimous con
sent, just to show we all agree. So we 
did not put out a rule on that. So we 
are being selective. 

Last, we just went through a process 
on the unfunded mandate bill. There 
were 171 amendments offered in that 
bill. There were some stalling tactics 
involved, some dilatory tactics, which 
the gentleman knows, striking the en
actment clause, moving to rise, things 
like that. But the House came back to 
its senses, there was good comity, and, 
because of that, we now will have a 
rule of the floor tomorrow morning on 
one of the most important issues com
ing before this body, the line-item 
veto, and it is being brought here under 
a completely open rule. So, Members, 
whether you are Republican or Demo
crat, conservative or liberal, you are 
going to be able to work your will on 
the floor of this House, which is very 
important to some Members, especially 
the more liberal Members perhaps, be
cause they have concerns about it. 

So let us not try to shoot down the 
sincerity on our part in offering these 
open amendments. We are going to do 
that as often as we possibly can. I just 
had to say that, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add a 
point. I appreciate the concern of the 
gentleman from Missouri. I must add 
since 1989, 10 natural resources bills 
have been killed on suspension. This is 
my first opportunity to get up here and 
present a rule like this, and I appre
ciate the fact that the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules has allocated an 
open rule. One, it offers protection and 
certainly the elements of being offered 
that the chairman of the committee 
has talked about. But it is also an op
portunity for those of us who like these 
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open rules to get an opportunity to 
participate in this process, to partici
pate. 

So while I appreciate the gentleman's 
concern, I wanted to make those 
points. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
mind that, if that is the way it is going 
to go, not only on these types of bills, 
but also the controversial bills. It is 
not this bill and not the next bill. If 
you want to do open rules, I could care 
less, because I know there is not going 
to be any amendment. I am more con
cerned about with regard to an open 
rule, the gentleman says line-item 
veto, we are going to have all kinds of 
crime bills, I would like to see open 
rules on those. I can add some amend
ments to those. I would like to see 
open rules on those. I can add some 
amendments to those. I would like to 
see those open rules. To me an open 
rule on those bills is a lot more impor
tant than an open rule on these bills. 
The bill of the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HERGER], nobody wants to 
touch that. It has been worked on, he 
has done a good job, and I think it 
should be passed. And I do not care if 
you put it under unanimous consent, or 
suspension, or an open rule, he is going 
to get his bill passed today. So I am 
not concerned about those. I am only 
concerned about the future. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly appreciate 
those comments, but I should say in 
closing that I have complete con
fidence in the chairman of the Commit
tee on Rules and his decision on how 
the rules should be open. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 101, TAOS PUEBLO INDI
ANS OF NEW MEXICO LAND 
TRANSFER 
Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, .by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 51 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 51 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 

House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (R.R. 101) to trans
fer a parcel of land to the Taos Pueblo Indi
ans of New Mexico. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. General debate 
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Cammi ttee on Resources. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Each section shall be considered as read. At 
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re
port the bill to the House with such amend
ments as may have been adopted. The pre
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

MODIFICATION OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 51 
OFFERED BY MRS. W ALDHOLTZ 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso
lution be modified by the amendment I 
have placed at the desk. This amend
ment accords the customary treatment 
to the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which was in
tended but inadvertently omitted from 
the resolution from the committee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification of House Resolution 51 of

fered by Mrs. WALDHOLTZ: 
On page 2, beginning on line 5, strike 

"Each section shall be considered as read." 
and insert the following: "It shall be in order 
to consider as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by the Committee on Resources 
now printed in the bill. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered as read.". 

On page 2, line 9, insert before the last sen
tence of the resolution the following new 
sentence: "Any Member may demand a sepa
rate vote in the House on any amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to 
the bill or to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute.". 

On page 2, line 12, insert before the period 
at the end of the last sentence of the resolu
tion the following: "with or without instruc
tions". 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Utah? 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, it is not my inten
tion to object, but I would ask the gen
tlewoman from Utah as to what oc
curred in this instance. Why is the ma
jority coming forward at this point and 
asking that the rule be amended? 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FROST. I yield to the gentle
woman from Utah. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, this 
is to correct a technical error. The lan
guage the Clerk just read as the body 
of this amendment was intended to be 
included. It was not, by inadvertence. 
We understand there is no objection 
from the minority. We want to reflect 
how the committee wanted this to be 
considered. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object, do I gather 
this was something that occurred with
in the Committee on Rules? It was not 
something that occurred within the 
committee that originated the bill, but 
in the production of the rule inside the 
Committee on Rules? 

Mrs. W ALDHOLTZ. That is correct. 
Mr. FROST. And it was by inadvert

ence on the part of the staff. We under
stand there has been some changeover 
in the staff and some of these things 
will happen as we all get up to speed. 

Mrs. W ALDHOLTZ. This was done 
solely by inadvertence. Our attempt is 
to reflect accurately the actions of the 
committee as we consider how this rule 
should be considered. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 
The text of House Resolution 51, as 

modified, is as follows: 
H. RES. 51 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (R.R. 101) to trans
fer a parcel of land to the Taos Pueblo Indi
ans of New Mexico. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. General debate 
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Resources. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on Resources now printed in the 
bill. The committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit, with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman from Utah [Mrs. W ALDHOLTZ] 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. FROST], pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 51 is 
the rule providing for the consideration 
of H.R. 101, a bill to transfer a parcel of 
land to the Taos Pueblo Indians of New 
Mexico. 
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This is an open rule. It provides for 1 

hour of general debate to be equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Resources. After general 
debate the bill will be considered for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. 
Finally, the rule provides for one mo
tion to recommit. 

This rule provides, once again, for 
fair, open debate. 

There has been some concern among 
some House Members as to why these 
bills are not simply brought up under 
suspension of the rules. As the chair
man of the Committee on Rules, Mr. 
SOLOMON, has pointed out, our leader
ship is committed to bring fewer bills 
under suspension of the rules since 
that procedure does not allow for 
amendments. 

Reflecting· our commitment to an 
open, fair process, our leadership has 
made it more procedurally difficult for 
a committee chairman to request that 
a bill be considered under suspension. 
It's simply easier for them to ask for 
an open rule. 

The chairman of the Resources Com
mittee asked for an open rule on this 
bill. We agree with that request. 

Some of our colleagues may claim 
that this rule is simply a ploy by the 
majority to increase the number of 
open rules, but that is simply not the 
case. 

The Members of this House, and more 
important, the American people, de
serve full and open debate on impor
tant legislation such as this. 

This bill resolves a long-standing dis
pute over lands that are used for reli
gious purposes by the Taos Pueblo 
Tribe. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 101 transfers ap
proximately 764 acres of Forest Service 
land within the Wheeler Peak Wilder
ness in New Mexico to the Department 
of Interior to be held in trust for the 
Taos Pueblo Indians as part of the 
Pueblo de Taos Reservation. 
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It returns to the tribe land known as 

the Bottleneck Tract, which contains 
the Path of Life Trail, considered sa
cred to the tribe. And the tribe has 
agreed to continue to manage this land 
as wilderness. 

Maybe this bill may not seem impor
tant to those living in other parts of 
the country, but it is important to peo
ple living in my part of the country, 
the Western United States, and it is 
particularly important to the Taos 
Pueblo Tribe and the people of New 
Mexico. But it is also important, Mr. 
Speaker, to every American. Because 
this bill will remove barriers imposed 
by the Federal Government to the free 
exercise of religion by a religious mi
nority. 

The principles embodied in this bill 
deserve the respect of this House to 
openly debate and consider this legisla
tion. 

Action under suspension of the rules 
requires the cooperation of all Mem
bers in order to responsibly and timely 
pass the legislation. Unfortunately, 
that cooperation has so far not been a 
particular hallmark of the 104th Con
gress, and the best way to protect this 
important legislation, while keeping 
our commitment to an open and fair 
process, is to bring this legislation to 
the floor under an open rule. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
rule and to support the underlying leg
islation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 51 is 
indeed an open rule providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 101, a bill to 
transfer a parcel of land to the Taos 
Pueblo Indians in New Mexico. How
ever, Mr. Speaker, I would like to reit
erate some questions raised during the 
consideration of the previous two rules 
today. 

Given the fact that there is abso
lutely no controversy surrounding this 
legislation and the fact that it was re
ported from the Committee on Re
sources by voice vote, I do have to ask 
why H.R. 101 is not being considered on 
the suspension calendar or under unan
imous consent. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday at the meet
ing of the Cammi ttee on Rules, our dis
tinguished chairman stated that it is 
the policy of the Republican conference 
to limit the number of bills brought to 
the House on the suspension calendar, 
as was mentioned earlier today. The 
reason, he said, was simply because the 
consideration of bills on suspension 
prohibits the offering of amendments. 

However, I must point out for the 
new Members of the House that ordi
narily bills considered under suspen
sion have been those that have been 
thoroughly vetted through the com
mittee process. In past Congresses, it 
has been common practice to thor
oughly examine and deliberate issues 
in committee and, in so doing, it has 
been found that often all disputed is
sues can be resolved, thus eliminating 
the need for lengthy debate and numer
ous amendments by the full House. 

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the 
Cammi ttee on Resources told the Com
mittee on Rules yesterday that there is 
a large backlog of bills pending before 
his committee. Mr. Speaker, I share his 
desire to move these bills and would 
urge him and the Committee on Rules 
to consider using the suspension cal
endar to move noncontroversial legis
lation in the future. And I would ob
serve also that, if I understand the pro
cedures here today, that in fact any 
germane amendment will be in order 
when this bill comes up, that this is in 
fact an open rule, and that any ger
mane amendment can be brought be
fore the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. W ALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH]. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Utah for 
yielding time to me. It is a distinct 
honor to come to the Congress with the 
gentlewoman and other like-minded re
formers of this institution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this resolution, and I see my good 
friend from New Mexico, who authored 
this piece, because quite correctly of 
the concern of his constituents. And 
certainly while there are some matters 
of contention within the Committee on 
Resources, this is not one of them. I 
think it is exemplary that the gen
tleman from New Mexico brings forth 
this legislation, and I certainly rise to 
champion his cause and those of his 
constituents and look forward to some 
reciprocation down the line with other 
bills of regional interest that we may 
share. 

I also look forward to full and open 
discussion in this House, in this peo
ple's House, on matters where perhaps 
we do not see eye to eye, for that is the 
purpose of this institution, to debate 
the questions of the day. And when we 
have common agreement, we should 
champion those moments as well. This 
is one such occasion, and I appreciate 
the opportunity to stand in strong sup
port of this piece of legislation. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Let me close simply by saying that it 
has been often expressed by members of 
this committee and it is our deeply 
held belief that wherever possible we 
need to have open rules to allow for 
free, honest debate of important issues 
that come before this body. The rule 
for this particular piece of legislation 
is no different. It provides for open de
bate. And I believe, Mr. Speaker, that 
that is what the people of our country 
expect from this House, to provide for 
the opportunity for a free exchange of 
ideas while still moving the business of 
the people forward. I think this rule 
will do just that, and I urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ANAKTUVUK PASS LAND EX
CHANGE AND WILDERNESS RE
DESIGN ATION ACT OF 1995 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

UPTON). Pursuant to House Resolution 
52 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
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for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
400. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 400) to pro
vide for the exchange of lands within 
Gates of the Arctic National Park and 
Preserve, and for other purposes, with 
Mr. HASTERT in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title 'Of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 400, a bill to provide for a 
land exchange within Gates of the Arc
tic Park and Preserve. This non
controversial legislation was reported 
January 18 by the Resources Commit
tee by a vote of 40 to 0. 

H.R. 400 was introduced January 4 
and passed the committee, as I said, at 
our first full committee markup Janu
ary 18. This bill is identical to H.R. 
4746, which passed the House during the 
103d Congress-it represents a true 
compromise. And I thank the former 
chairman, Mr. MILLER, and Mr. VENTO 
for their cooperation on this legisla
tion. 

The land exchange creates a deficit 
of 17 ,168 acres of wilderness in Gates of 
the Arctic Park. Therefore, the com
mittee recommends the creation of 
17,168 acres of wilderness outside the 
park, thus a no-net-loss-no-net-gain of 
wilderness. 

This is a good bill. It settles a long
standing dispute between the local 
residents of Anaktuvuk Pass and the 
Park Service over the use of all-terrain 
vehicles [ATV's] for access to subsist
ence resources. Local residents use 
ATV's on parklands during the summer 
months. The Park Service contends 
that the ATV's harm the landscape. 
Both sides have reached agreement on 
the lands which may be used for ATV 
access and H.R. 400 ratifies that agree
ment. 

I urge passage of this legislation. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
H.R. 400 is identical to legislation con
sidered by the Committee on Resources 

and passed by the House on a voice 
vote in the last Congress. It is non
controversial legislation and deserves 
support. It is based on a proposal sub
mitted by the administration in June 
1994, and it was subsequently modified 
to reflect an agreement worked out be
tween the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG], the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER], and the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

While that agreement is different 
from the administration's proposal for 
wilderness designation of BLM-man
aged lands in the Nigu River area, it is 
similar in that it would assure that the 
bill will not result in a net reduction of 
wilderness in the National Park Sys
tem and would leave the remainder of 
this area in its current wilderness 
study status. 

In addition, the boundaries provided 
in the bill by that agreement would 
emphasize protection of riparian areas 
along the Nigu River. 

H.R. 400 would ratify an agreement 
among the National Park Service on 
behalf of the United States to Alaska 
native corporations and the municipal 
government of Anaktuvuk Pass, AK. 
Under the agreement, the United 
States ·would transfer to the native 
corporations certain Federal lands that 
are now managed as part of the gates 
of the Arctic National Park. 

In exchange the native corporations 
and the municipal government would 
transfer to the United States certain 
lands and interests located within and 
adjacent to the national park. 

The park lands involved in the ex
change are also designated as wilder
ness. So legislation is required if they 
are to be transferred. Ratification of 
the agreement and removal of the na
tional park lands from wilderness des
ignation is accompanied by the des
ignation as wilderness of other lands, 
including both lands from the gates of 
the Arctic National Park and BLM 
public lands in the Nigu River area 
that would be added to the adjacent 
Noatak National preserve. 
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This bill would settle a longstanding 

access issue in Alaska. That access 
question concerns ATV use of the area, 
a matter of considerable concern be
cause of the impacts on park resources 
and values. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill and the accom
panying agreement, though, do not 
spell out the specific conditions and 
limitations of such ATV use. Instead, 
we are going to be relying on the par
ties to specify them in the conveyance 
documents, hopefully iri a manner that 
solves conflicts between ATV use and 
park resources and values. 

Likewise, there is some concern that 
no formal appraisals have or will be 
done on the lands and interests being 
conveyed. We are relying on the Inte
rior Department's determination that 

the exchanges are in the public inter
est. 

Mr. Chairman, while the bill reflects 
the congressional agreement that was 
previously worked out, I believe it 
should be noted that the administra
tion favors the agreement as it was 
worked out originally between the 
Park Service, the Alaska Native cor
porations, and the local municipal gov
ernment. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, let me state 
that we support the bill, and commend 
the gentleman for his leadership on 
this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of this legisla
tion, but I want to raise a couple of 
po in ts with respect to the proposed 
land exchange. The EIS in this land ex
change admits that no appraisals were 
prepared. Instead, a statement of value 
was prepared to assess the relative val
ues of the interests proposed in the ex
change. Since no appraisals were done, 
we have to rely on the assurances of 
the involved party that this is a good 
exchange, and we have no specific cri
teria on which to judge it. 

Mr. Chairman, I raise this point of 
order not about this legislation, be
cause this legislation has gone through 
the committee and was the subject of a 
lot of deliberations last year, and in 
fact then should have been passed last 
year. I raise this point of view on this 
matter to say that I think that having 
now passed the balanced budget amend
ment, that we must be more conscien
tious, both in the committee and on 
the floor of the House, in dealing with 
exchanges and with transfers and gifts 
of public property. 

What we used to consider as a regular 
order around here may no longer be 
able to be the regular order, since we 
must now make sure that the tax
payers and the Government get all the 
moneys that they can in terms of the 
transfers of these properties with re
spect to asking for their market value, 
so those references can be used to help 
balance the budget. I will be raising 
this issue in the committee on other 
legislation that is scheduled to come 
before this House, and will raise it in 
the House in the event that we are not 
successful in the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that this ex
change, and although this is the rem
nant of a previous exchange, this ex
change points out some of the serious 
potential problems that can arise from 
exchanges in general. Those pro bl ems 
are especially acute to Alaska, since 
both ANESCA and ANILCA allow an 
equal exchange upon the finding of the 
Secretary that the exchanges are in 
the public interest. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, this is the way 
we believe the Government business 
should have been done in the past, but 
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it raises concerns about whether or not 
we can continue to do that in the fu
ture, given the constraints we are 
going to have around here in trying to 
meet our obligations under the bal
anced budget amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in the grandfather of 
this exchange, the previous exchange 
which we are cleaning up after in this 
legislation, they found it was in fact 
not in the Government interest, ac
cording to GAO, and GAO rec
ommended that the Congress direct the 
Secretary to develop and issue written 
procedures on land exchanges. At a 
minimum, procedures should require 
preparations of EIS's and EA's when 
appropriate, full public review, and a 
process for determining whether an ex
change is in fact in the public interest, 
and not just a simple statement by the 
Secretary of the Interior that it is in 
fact in the public interest. Establish
ment of disclosure and fair market 
value on lands and interests should be 
exchanged. Land exchanges are not a 
panacea for solving all the pro bl ems. 
Very often they are very complex 
agreements that require careful review 
and analysis. 

The Committee on Resources has 
dealt with many land exchanges over 
the years which have involved consid
erable work by the committee, and also 
have had to be rewritten, those ex
changes, or modified to assure they 
were in fact in the public interest. 

Instead of dealing with land ex
changes on an ad hoc basis, we should 
have written and qualitative criteria to 
assess the public value of such ex
changes. 

I raise the point again not with re
spect to this legislation, but in terms 
of the future considerations of these 
matters before the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I have raised these in 
the past from time to time, but I think 
we have to be much more diligent in 
that effort now, given the fiscal con
straints we are going to have in the 
budgetary considerations of exchanges 
and transfers and gifts of public assets 
and resources, whether it is to private 
parties or to other units of government 
within the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, I can understand the statements 
of the gentleman from California, but I 
would hope that they should have been 
directed at legislation down the road, 
because we have to remember that 
Anaktuvuk Pass is a small, small vil
lage that was put inside of a park, with 
certain understandings that they could 
do certain things, and then told by the 
Park Service they could not do those 
things. 

This is a village that is high in the 
mountains above the Arctic Circle, 

with living conditions there which a 
lot of people do not recognize. What we 
tried to do in this exchange was work 
out between these people and the parks 
themselves to have a true exchange. If 
we went through the process of EIS 
statements and appraisal value, this 
would never have happened. This is the 
way that we have worked individually 
with a unique situation. 

As I mentioned, Mr. Chairman, this 
bill passed the last time. There is no 
money in this bill. In fact, if we really 
want an appraisal, I think Anaktuvuk 
Pass got shortchanged. I hope the gen
tleman refers to this later on down the 
road. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good piece of 
legislation. 

It should be passed and it should be
come law today. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
let me conclude by saying I support 
this bill. It is a good piece of legisla
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill shall be considered under 
the 5-minute rule by section, and each 
section shall be considered as read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Anaktuvuk 
Pass Land Exchange and Wilderness Redesig
nation Act of 1995". 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec
tion 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The Alaska National Interest Lands 

Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2371), enacted on 
December 2, 1980, established Gates of the 
Arctic National Park and Preserve and Gates 
of the Arctic Wilderness. The village of 
Anaktuvuk Pass, located in the highlands of 
the central Brooks Range, is virtually sur
rounded by these national park and wilder
ness lands and is the only Native village lo
cated within the boundary of a National 
Park System unit in Alaska. 

(2) Unlike most other Alaskan Native com
munities, the village of Anaktuvuk Pass is 
not located on a major river, lake, or coast
line that can be used as a means of access. 
The residents of Anaktuvuk Pass have relied 
increasingly on snow machines in winter and 
all-terrain vehicles in summer as their pri
mary means of access tb pursue caribou and 
other subsistence resources. 

(3) In a 1983 land exchange agreement, lin
ear easements were reserved by the Inupiat 
Eskimo people for use of all-terrain vehicles 
across certain national park lands, mostly 
along stream and river banks. These linear 
easements proved unsatisfactory, because 
they provided inadequate access to subsist
ence resources while causing excessive envi
ronmental impact from concentrated use. 

(4) The National Park Service and the 
Nunamiut Corporation initiated discussions 
in 1985 to address concerns over the use of 

all-terrain vehicles on park and wilderness 
land. These discussions resulted in an agree
ment, originally executed in 1992 and there
after amended in 1993 and 1994, among the 
National Park Service, Nunamiut Corpora
tion, the City of Anaktuvuk Pass, and Arctic 
Slope Regional Corporation. Full effec
tuation of this agreement, as amended, by 
its terms requires ratification by the Con
gress. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 2? 

If not, the Clerk will designate Sec
tion 3. The text of Section 3 is as fol
lows: 
SEC. 3. RATIFICATION OF AGREEMENT. 

(a) RATIFICATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The terms, conditions, 

procedures, covenants, reservations and 
other provisions set forth in the document 
entitled "Donation, Exchange of Lands and 
Interests in Lands and Wilderness Redesigna
tion Agreement Among Arctic Slope Re
gional Corporation, Nunamiut Corporation, 
City of Anaktuvuk Pass and the United 
States of America" (hereinafter referred to 
in this Act as "the Agreement"), executed by 
the parties on December 17, 1992, as amended, 
are hereby incorporated in this Act, are rati
fied and confirmed, and set forth the obliga
tions and commitments of the United States, 
Arctic Slope Regional Corporation, 
Nunamiut Corporation and the City of 
Anaktuvuk Pass, as a matter of Federal law. 

(2) LAND ACQUISITION.-Lands acquired by 
the United States pursuant to the Agree
ment shall be administered by the Secretary 
of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Secretary") as part of Gates of the Arctic 
National Park and Preserve, subject to the 
laws and regulations applicable thereto. 

(b) MAPS.-The maps set forth as Exhibits 
Cl, C2, and D through I to the Agreement de
pict the lands subject to the conveyances, re
tention of surface access rights, access ease
ments and all-terrain vehicle easements. 
These lands are depicted in greater detail on 
a map entitled "Land Exchange Actions, 
Proposed Anaktuvuk Pass Land Exchange 
and Wilderness Redesignation, Gates of the 
Arctic National Park and Preserve", Map 
No. 185/80,039, dated April 1994, and on file at 
the Alaska Regional Office of the National 
Park Service and the offices of Gates of the 
Arctic National Park and Preserve in Fair
banks, Alaska. Written legal descriptions of 
these lands shall be prepared and made avail
able in the above offices. In case of any dis
crepancies, Map No. 185/80,039 shall be con
trolling. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
remainder of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the remainder of the bill. 
The text of the remainder of the bill 

is as follows: 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM WILDERNESS. 

(a) GATES OF THE ARCTIC WILDERNESS.-
(!) REDESIGNATION.-Section 701(2) of the 

Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva
tion Act (94 Stat. 2371, 2417) establishing the 
Gates of the Arctic Wilderness is hereby 
amended with the addition of approximately 
56,825 acres as wilderness and the rescission 
of approximately 73,993 acres as wilderness, 
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thus revising the Gates of the Arctic Wilder
ness to approximately 7,034,832 acres. 

(2) MAP.-The lands redesignated by para
graph (1) are depicted on a map entitled 
"Wilderness Actions, Proposed Anaktuvuk 
Pass Land Exchange and Wilderness Redesig
nation, Gates of the Arctic National Park 
and Preserve", Map No. 185/80,040, dated 
April 1994, and on file at the Alaska Regional 
Office of the National Park Service and the 
office of Gates of the Arctic National Park 
and Preserve in Fairbanks, Alaska. 

(b) NOATAK NATIONAL PRESERVE.-Section 
201(8){a) of the Alaska National Interest 
Land Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2380) is 
amended by-

(1) striking " approximately six million 
four hundred and sixty thousand acres" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "approximately 
6,477,168 acres"; and 

(2) inserting "and the map entitled 
'Noatak National Preserve and Noatak Wil
derness Addition' dated September 1994" 
after "July 1980". 

(C) NOATAK WILDERNESS.-Section 701(7) of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Con
servation Act (94 Stat. 2417) is amended by 
striking "approximately five million eight 
hundred thousand acres" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " approximately 5,817,168 acres". 
SEC. 5. CONFORMANCE WITH OTHER LAW. 

(a) ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 
ACT.-All of the lands, or interests therein, 
conveyed to and received by Arctic Slope Re
gional Corporation or Nunamiut Corporation 
pursuant to the Agreement shall be deemed 
conveyed and received pursuant to exchanges 
under section 22([) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, as amended (43 
U.S.C. 1601, 1621{f)). All of the lands or inter
ests in lands conveyed pursuant to the 
Agreement shall be conveyed subject to valid 
existing rights. 

(b) ALASKA NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS CON
SERVATION ACT.-Except to the extent spe
cifically set forth in this Act or the Agree
ment, nothing in this Act or in the Agree
ment shall be construed to enlarge or dimin
ish the rights, privileges, or obligations of 
any person, including specifically the pref
erence for subsistence uses and access to sub
sistence resources provided under the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 3101 et seq.). 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to the bill? 

If not, under the rule, the Committee 
rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HASTERT, chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(R.R. 400) to provide for the exchange 
of lands within Gates of the Arctic Na
tional Park and Preserve, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
52, he reported the bill back to the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 
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The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
they ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

This vote will be a 15-minute vote. 
the vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 427, nays 0, 
answered "present" 1, not voting 6, as 
follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barela 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bev!ll 
Bil bray 
Blllrakls 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon!lla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant CTN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Colllns (GA) 
Colllns <IL) 
Colllns (Ml) 

[Roll No. 84] 

YEAS-427 

Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubln 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglletta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks <CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 

Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
H1111ard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson <SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy <RI> 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 

Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
M!ller (CA) 
M!ller (FL) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 

Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne <NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Qu111en 
Quinn 
Radanovlch 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Slslsky 

Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor <MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tlahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traf!cant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt <NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
W1111ams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 

Coburn 

Bartlett 
Becerra 

NOT VOTING-6 

Clay 
Hall (OH) 

D 1728 

Murtha 
Stark 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania 
changed his vote from "nay" to " yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on H.R. 400, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
UPTON). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 

D 1730 

LAND CONVEYANCE IN BUTTE 
COUNTY, CA 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
UPTON). Pursuant to House Resolution 
53 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
440. 

D 1730 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 440) to 
provide for the conveyance of lands to 
certain individuals in Butte County, 
CA, with Mr. HASTERT in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 440 
is essential in order to resolve serious 
hardships for land and homeowners in 
Butte County, CA, brought about by 
the mistaken actions cif the Federal 
Government. The problem began in 
1961, when a Forest Service survey on 
the Plumas National Forest did not lo
cate the original survey corner estab
lished in 1869. Because the surveyor 
could not locate the marker, he erro
neously established a new corner, 
which private landowners have subse
quently used to establish future bound
aries which also are erroneous. Ulti
mately, 16 landowners have been ad
versely effected. While this legislation 
is noncontroversial, it is extremely im
portant to the landowners who have ex
perienced a great amount of hardship 
and anxiety over this unfortunate situ
ation. 

H.R. 440 was drafted with the assist
ance of the Forest Service and Bureau 
of Land Management. The bill is de
signed to resolve boundary and land 

title issues between Federal and pri
vate lands. Surveys completed in 1992 
have revealed that land for years 
thought to be privately owned was ac
tually contained within the boundaries 
of the Plumas National Forest, and 
therefore owned by the Federal Gov
ernment. These landowners have a sub
stantial vested interest in this land 
which they purchased and believed to 
be their own. 

This situation has resulted in the 
clouding of the title of approximately 
30 acres of land for 16 individual land
owners. H.R. 440 would rectify this 
matter by authorizing and directing 
the Secretary of Agriculture to convey 
all right, title and interest in the land 
in question to the claimants. 

The proposed bill is specific in de
scribing the affected property, the 
claimants who are entitled to relief, 
and the process to be followed in grant
ing such relief. Also, the bill describes 
the process by which the boundary ad
justments will be accomplished. 

I believe that the approach taken by 
H.R. 440 is the only equitable solution 
to this matter. This legislation has no 
significant budget impact since the 
only cost involved to the Government 
will be the administration of the land 
conveyance. I know of no opposition to 
this legislation at the local or Federal 
level. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, this legislation 
is very important to the landowners in
volved. These individuals have experi
enced significant and protracted hard
ship because of this problem. The soon
er Congress takes action to remedy the 
situation, the sooner these people can 
get on with their lives. I thank my 
good friend, Mr. HERGER, for his dili
gence and I urge my colleagues to sup
port H.R. 440. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
H.R. 440 is identical to legislation con
sidered by the Resources Committee 
and passed by the House on a voice 
vote in the last Congress. The measure 
that would resolve title problems for 16 
private landowners in Butte County, 
CA. These title problems, which in
volve about 30 acres of land, arose be
cause of an incorrect boundary survey 
done by a private contractor for the 
Forest Service in the early 1960's. The 
bill would remove the clouds from the 
private land titles by providing for the 
conveyance of the involved lands to 
these private landowners without cost. 

For the private landowners, H.R. 440 
is a generous resolution of their title 
problems. Under the bill, the Federal 
Government will not only convey the 
land without cost, it will also pick up 

the tab for preparing the deeds and 
doing all surveys and markings. 

Yes, there was an incorrect survey 
and yes, these private landowners had 
thought the lands in question were 
theirs. The fact is they are not. They 
are and always have been national for
est lands. If this was a title problem 
between private parties, I seriously 
doubt that one party would say that 
the other parties could have the af
fected lands free and clear and not only 
that, but the first party would pay all 
the costs associated with the convey
ances. That just doesn't happen in the 
private sector. 

I bring these facts to the House's at
tention not out of any malice toward 
the bill but because so often on the 
floor we hear about property rights and 
takings. When it comes though to the 
Federal Government's property, as in 
this bill, we are asked to forget about 
that and be a benevolent landowner. 

I sympathize with the affected pri
vate landowners. That is why I sup
ported the bill in committee. I do hope 
that the next time we start debating 
property rights and takings, that Mem
bers will remember its not just a one
way street. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HERGER]. the author of this 
legislation. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank Chairman YOUNG, Sub
committee Chairman HANSEN, and 
members of the Resources Committee 
and Parks, Forests and Lands Sub
committee for bringing H.R. 440 to the 
House floor. 

H.R. 440 is a noncontroversial bill 
that passed this House on the suspen
sion calendar at the end of the 103d 
Congress. Due to insufficient time, the 
bill did not pass the Senate. The pur
pose of the bill is to clear the title of 
16 parcels of land, totalling approxi
mately 30 acres, in the Stephens Ridge 
area of Butte County, CA. Its passage 
would help resolve a pressing problem 
in my district. 

In 1961 the Forest Service sanctioned 
a survey establishing the boundaries of 
the parcels in question. 

In 1992 a BLM resurvey demonstrated 
that an error had been made in the 1961 
survey, there by placing a cloud on the 
title of the parcels. 

By clearing title to these parcels, 
H.R. 440 provides much needed relief to 
the landowners, mostly senior citizens, 
who are affected by the BLM resurvey. 

Mr. Chairman, these landowners pur
chased property in good faith reliance 
on the 1961 Forest Service survey. Now, 
some 30 years later, they have been 
told that they no longer hold clear 
title to their land. This technical cor
rection of the problem is a fair solution 
for all concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, the House of Rep
resentatives swiftly adopted this legis
lation during the last term. I invite my 
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colleagues to expeditiously approve 
this bill again today. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill shall be considered as 
read under the 5-minute rule by sec
tion, and each section shall be consid
ered as read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds and de
clares that-

(1) certain landowners in Butte County, 
California who own property adjacent to the 
Plumas National Forest have been adversely 
affected by certain erroneous surveys; 

(2) these landowners have occupied or im
proved their property in good faith and in re
liance on erroneous surveys of their prop
erties that they believed were accurate; and 

(3) the 1992 Bureau of Land Management 
dependent resurvey of the Plumas National 
Forest will correctly establish accurate 
boundaries between such forest and private 
lands. 

(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act 
to authorize and direct the Secretary of Ag
riculture to convey, without consideration, 
certain lands in Butte County, California, to 
persons claiming to have been deprived of 
title to such lands. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD and open to 
amendment at any time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Utah? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the remainder of the bill 

is as follows: 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purpose of this Act-
(1) the term "affected lands" means those 

Federal lands located in the Plumas Na
tional Forest in Butte County, California, in 
sections 11, 12, 13, and 14, township 21 north, 
range 5 East, Mount Diablo Meridian, as de
scribed by the dependent resurvey by the Bu
reau of Land Management conducted in 1992, 
and subsequent Forest Service land line loca
tion surveys, including all adjoining parcels 
where the property line as identified by the 
1992 BLM dependent resurvey and National 
Forest boundary lines before such dependent 
resurvey are not coincident; 

(2) the term "claimant" means an owner of 
real property in Butte County, California, 
whose real property adjoins Plumas National 
Forest lands described in subsection (a), who 
claims to have been deprived by the United 
States of title to property as a result of pre
vious erroneous surveys; and 

(3) the term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 3.·CONVEYANCE OF LANDS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary is authorized and directed 
to convey, without consideration, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in an 
to affected lands as described in section 2(1), 

to any claimant or claimants, upon proper 
application from such claimant or claim
ants, as provided in section 4. 
SEC. 4. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF CONVEY· 

ANCE. 

(a) NOTIFICATION.-Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, 
claimants shall notify the Secretary, 
through the Forest Supervisor of the Plumas 
National Forest, writing of their claim to af
fected lands. Such claim shall be accom
plished by-

(1) a description of the affected lands 
claimed; 

(2) information relating to the claim of 
ownership of such lands; and 

(3) such other information as the Secretary 
may require. 

(b) ISSUANCE OF DEED.-(1) Upon a deter
mination by the Secretary that issuance of a 
deed for affected lands is consistent with the 
purpose and requirements of this Act, the 
Secretary shall issue a quitclaim deed to 
such claimant for the parcel to be conveyed. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of any such deed 
as provided in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall ensure that-

(A) the parcel or parcels to be conveyed 
have been surveyed in accordance with the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man
agement, dated November 11, 1989; 

(B) all new property lines established by 
such surveys have been monumented and 
marked; and 

(C) all terms and conditions necessary to 
protect third party and Government Rights
of-Way or other interests are included in the 
deed. 

(3) The Federal Government shall be re
sponsible for all surveys and property line 
markings necessary to implement this sub
section. 

(c) NOTIFICATION TO BLM.-The Secretary 
shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior 
an authenticated copy of each deed issued 
pursuant to this Act no later than 30 days 
after the date such deed is issued. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as necessary to carry out the pur
poses of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend
ments to the bill? If there are none, 
under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. UPTON) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HASTERT, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Cammi ttee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 440) to provide for the conveyance 
of lands to certain individuals in Butte 
County, CA, he reported the bill back 
to the House. 

D 1740 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

UPTON). Under the rule, the previous 
question is ordered. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 

may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

TAOS PUEBLO INDIANS OF NEW 
MEXICO LAND TRANSFER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 51 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Cammi ttee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, H.R. 101. 

D 1741 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 101) to 
transfer a parcel of land to the Taos 
Pueblo Indians of New Mexico, with 
Mr. HASTERT in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 101, sponsored by Mr. RICHARDSON, 
which would transfer approximately 
764 acres of the Wheeler Peak Wilder
ness, located in the Carson National 
Forest to the Secretary of the Interior 
to be held in trust for the Pueblo de 
Taos in New Mexico. This non
controversial legislation would settle a 
long standing issue over these reli
giously sacred lands between the Pueb
lo de Taos and the administration. 

H.R. 101 insures that these lands will 
continue to be managed as part of the 
Blue Lake Wilderness but the Pueblo 
will be able to control access in order 
to insure privacy during certain reli
gious ceremonies. This area is sacred 
to the Pueblo and a sacred trail known 
as the Trail of Life crosses this area. 

H.R. 101 was reported favorably by 
the Committee on Resources on Janu
ary 18, 1995, by unanimous voice vote. 
This same measure passed the House 
during the 103d Congress but failed 
final passage in the waning hours of 
business. I commend the ranking mem
ber, Mr. RICHARDSON, for his hard work 
on this measure and I urge the Mem
bers of the House to support his effort. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 



3268 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 1, 1995 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
today is an important day for the Taos 
Pueblo people. Today, the House _will 
again consider legislation to transfer a 
sacred tract of wilderness land back to 
the Taos Pueblo. 

The so-called bottleneck tract of the 
Wheeler Peak Wilderness will be trans
ferred by this bill to management by 
the Taos Pueblo as the final, missing 
part of the Blue Lake Wilderness. 

In an age when Federal policies af
fecting the first Americans are becom
ing more and more controversial, H.R. 
101 is a simple, noncontroversial solu
tion to an age-old problem on which I 
hope we can all agree. 

My legislation will return the last re
maining land tract in the Blue Lake 
Wilderness to its rightful owners, the 
Taos Pueblo Indians. 

In 1970, when President Nixon signed 
the original Blue Lake Wilderness au
thorizing legislation, the "bottleneck" 
tract was excluded. 

At that time, the acreage was needed 
to create the adjacent Wheeler Peak 
Wilderness which would have fallen 
below the minimum acreage require
ment necessary for wilderness creation. 

Now, 25 years later, this tract is no 
longer needed to qualify the Wheeler 
Peak Wilderness for designation. Now, 
we have the opportunity to close the 
last chapter in a decades-long quest by 
the Taos Pueblo to gain the return of 
one of their most sacred sites. 

The bottleneck tract has been used 
for hundreds of years by the Taos 
Pueblo people as a sacred religious 
area for ceremonies, pilgrimages and 
other private observances. 

Unfortunately, as the area has not 
been included in the Blue Lake Wilder
ness, the Pueblo has been powerless to 
prevent public intrusions in the area 
during their sacred rituals. 

With the transfer of the land to man
agement as wilderness by the Pueblo, 
the bottleneck lands would be used for 
traditional purposes only, such as reli
gious ceremonies, hunting, fishing, and 
as a source of water, forage for domes
tic livestock, wood, timber and other 
natural resources. 

H.R. 101, which is similar to legisla
tion which passed the House in the last 
Congress, is supported by the biparti
san New Mexico congressional delega
tion and a broad coalition of local and 
national environmental groups. 

Identical legislation has been intro
duced in the Senate by Senators PETE 
DOMENIC!, JEFF BINGAMAN' and BOB 
DOLE. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to bring 
final justice to the Taos Pueblo by re
turning this land to their management. 

It is time to close one more sad chap
ter in the long history of U.S. Govern
ment relations with native American 
peoples. 

It is time to pass H.R. 101 and enact 
it into law. 

I call upon all of my colleagues to 
join me in supporting this important 
step forward for native American sov
ereignty. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no requests for time, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute now printed in the bill is con
sidered as an original bill for the pur
pose of amendment and is considered as 
read. 

The text of _ the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

R.R. 101 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. LAND TRANSFER. 

(a) TRANSFER.-The parcel of land de
scribed in subsection (b) is hereby trans
ferred without consideration to the Sec
retary of the Interior to be held in trust for 
the Pueblo de Taos. Such parcel shall be a 
part of the Pueblo de Taos Reservation and 
shall be managed in accordance with section 
4 of the Act of May 31, 1933 (48 Stat. 108) (as 
amended, including as amended by Public 
Law 91-550 (84 Stat. 1437)). 

(b) LAND DESCRIPTION.-The parcel of land 
referred to in subsection (a) is the land that 
is generally depicted on the map entitled 
"Lands transferred to the Pueblo of Taos
proposed" and dated September 1994, com
prises 764.33 acres, and is situated within sec
tions 25, 26, 35, and 36, Township 27 North, 
Range 14 East, New Mexico Principal Merid
ian, within the Wheeler Peak Wilderness, 
Carson National Forest, Taos County, New 
Mexico. 

(c) CONFORMING BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS.
The boundaries of the Carson National For
est and the Wheeler Peak Wilderness are 
hereby adjusted to reflect the transfer made 
by subsection (a). 

(d) RESOLUTION OF OUTSTANDING CLAIMS.
The Congress finds and declares that, as a re
sult of the enactment of the Act, the Taos 
Pueblo has no unresolved equitable or legal 
claims against the United States on the 
lands to be held in trust and to become part 
of the Pueblo de Taos Reservation under this 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend
ments to the bill? 

Hearing none, the question is on the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

Under the rule the Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HASTERT, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 

(H.R. 101) to transfer a parcel of land to 
the Taos Pueblo Indians of New Mex
ico, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
who wish to do so may have 5 legisla
tive days to revise and extend their re
marks on H.R. 101. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR CERTAIN COM
MITTEES TO SIT TOMORROW, 
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1995 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
committees and their subcommittees 
be permitted to sit tomorrow while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule. 

Economic and Educational Opportu
nities; Transportation and Infrastruc
ture; Judiciary; Resources; Commerce; 
and International Relations. 

It is my understanding that the mi
nority has been consulted and that 
there is no objection to these requests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Utah? 

D 1750 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Reserving the 

right to object, Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman is correct. The minority has 
been consulted, and we have no objec
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
UPTON). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
VISITORS CENTER 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration in the House of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 50) to designate 
the visitors center at the Channel Is
lands National Park, CA, as the "Rob
ert J. Lagomarsino Visitors Center." 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
GALLEGLY]. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. RICHARDSON] for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf of House 
Joint Resolution 50, which will rename 
the visitor center at the Channel Is
lands National Park in California after 
my good friend and former colleague, 
Bob Lagomarsino. 

When I was first elected to Congress 
in 1986, it was my privilege to represent 
the district just adjacent to Bob's. My 
experience in politics was limited to 
the Simi Valley City Council at that 
time, and Bob gave graciously of his 
time and counsel as I learned the ropes 
here in Washington. 

Those who served with him will re
member Bob as an insightful legislator 
and one of our hardest working Mem
bers. Al though he has retired to his 
home in California, Bob continues to 
produce a quarterly newsletter and 
many of his friends and former col
leagues continue to benefit from his 
valued advice. 

During his long and distinguished ca
reer in public service-as a council
man, a mayor, State senator, and Con
gressman-Bob Lagomarsino paid par
ticular attention to preserving our nat
ural resources. In his role as ranking 
Republican on the National Parks Sub
committee, he provided leadership that 
was guided by a strong ethic of stew
ardship. 

In his 19 years in Congress, Bob Lago
marsino stood for a lot of things, but 
probably no single issue was closer to 
his heart than the protection of the 
string of islands located just to the 
west of his district-the Channel Is
lands. 

Bob earned the title, "Father of the 
Channel Islands National Park," by 
persuading his colleagues to designate 
the islands as a national park in 1980. 

In light of this achievement, and his 
long record of service to his constitu
ents and in this very Chamber, I feel it 
is appropriate that we honor him by 
giving this facility its rightful name
"The Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitor 
Center." 

As a nearly lifelong resident of Ven
tura County, I am in a unique position 
to appreciate the wisdom of Bob's de
sire to preserve the islands and create 
this park. 

The isolation of these islands and 
their unique geography have created an 
incredibly diverse natural environ
ment. More than 800 species of plants 
and animals-including dozens of spe
cies of marine mammals-are found in 
the park, making this national treas
ure one of our most important 
ecosystems. 

Without Bob Lagomarsino's leader
ship, it is doubtful that the Channel Is
lands would be a national park today. 

This is a noncontroversial bill, which 
the Congressional Budget Office has 
found will have no budgetary impact. 
On January 18, it was reported by the 
House Committee on Resources by a 
voice vote. 

Some of you may remember that in 
the 103d Congress, full Committee 
Chairman GEORGE MILLER and Parks 
Subcommittee Chairman BRUCE VENTO 
supported this proposal and agreed to 
move it forward. Although the legisla
tion was passed by the House, it did not 
make it through the other body before 
the end of the year. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] for 
acting so promptly this year to move 
this legislation through the House 
Committee on Resources. I urge my 
colleagues to give this bill unanimous 
support in recognition of Bob's out
standing record of environmental con
servation. 

I would like to note that my col
league form California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
has introduced a similar bill in the 
other body and I look forward to quick 
passage there. 

Hopefully, our moving the bill for
ward early in the 104th Congress will 
allow this legislation to be enacted 
quickly and give Bob the recognition 
he deserves. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG], the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Resources. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. RICHARDSON] for yielding, and this 
one is for Bob. They have one for the 
Gipper, but this one is for Bob. 

Bob Lagomarsino, as the gentleman 
just mentioned, led this effort to estab
lish the Channel Islands. I cannot 
think of a better tribute to a person 
who worked so hard, and so I wanted to 
thank those Members who lead this 
charge with him, and I want to thank 
them for working to bring this legisla
tion to the floor. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to tha gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] for yielding, and I want to 
credit the gentleman from California 
[Mr. GALLEGLY] and others that have 
advanced this important recognition of 
a former colleague and, I might say, 
one that not only that we do hold in 
high esteem and great affection, but 
someone that has made contributions 
to the natural resources and to the Na
tional Park System of this Nation. 

Of course most dear, I am sure, to 
Congressman Lagomarsino has been 

the designation of the Channel Islands, 
the wonderful resource that they rep
resent to the people of this Nation. 
There are other spots in his area: The 
Sespe River, the Condor Wilderness, 
which he worked so diligently on, and 
many other things that passed even as 
he left, such as the in-lieu bill that 
passed in the last session, while he was 
not here. It was carried through, and 
basically I think from Alaska lands to 
many other issues Congressman Lago
marsino worked with many Members in 
a bipartisan basis, with Phil Burton, 
with my predecessor, John Seiberling, 
and myself, and through it all I think 
there was a common value, a common 
concern, in terms of leaving a legacy 
for the American people. 

I want to thank Bob Lagomarsino. I 
want to obviously rise in support of 
this and ask my colleagues to support 
it. He earned it, and I certainly am 
pleased that this is up on the floor 
today, and I thank my colleague, the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH
ARDSON] for yielding. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I cer
tainly do thank the gentleman, and I 
just want to rise and say how much I 
remember and deeply respect Bob La
gomarsino. 

As my colleagues know, I served on 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs with 
Bob for many, many years all during 
the 1980's, and if there is any one Mem
ber of this Congress that is more re
sponsible for helping Ronald Reagan 
put an end to the deadly atheistic 
spread of international communism 
throughout this world, it was Bob La
gomarsino. But one other thing we 
should make note of, and that is the 
fact for many years Bob Lagomarsino 
served on the task force and later as 
the chairman of that task force for 
Vietnam veterans missing in action in 
Southeast Asia, and Bob, more than 
anything else, traveled to Vietnam 
with me and others and did more to try 
to bring home the remains to try to re
solve this terrible problem than anyone 
I know. So, we really respect the gen
tleman bringing this bill before us. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from American 
Samoa [Mr. F ALEO MA v AEGA]. 

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex
tend his remarks). 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in strong support of Joint 
Resolution 50, to designate the visitors 
center at the Channel Islands National 
Park in California as the "Robert J. 
Lagomarsino Visitors Center." 

Mr. Speaker, I have known former 
Congressman Robert Lagomarsino for 
nearly 20 years and have tremendous 
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respect for the gentleman. I first met 
him when I was on the staff of the late 
Congressman Phil Burton of California 
in the 1970's. Congressman Burton and 
Congressman Lagomarsino taught me 
from the start how important and valu
able a bipartisan approach to our re
solving the Nation's problems here in 
Washington. These two gentleman have 
done much in Congress to help the U.S. 
territories. Together they helped bring 
in U.S. insular areas from neo
colonialism to greater measurement of 
self-governance. Most of these terri
torial governments have made impres
sive progress toward financial self-suf
ficiency. 

Another important principle the late 
Congressman Burton taught me was 
that the most important thing a Mem
ber of Congress has in this House is his 
word. When you make a commitment, 
you'd better keep it, or you won't be 
given the same amount of trust again. 
Congressman Lagomarsino was a true 
practitioner of this guiding principle 
and I knew I could always count on his 
support once he made a commitment. 

Mr. Speaker, about 1 year after I was 
first elected to this House, a hurricane 
with 160-mile-per-hour winds struck 
my congressional district causing ex
tensive damage. The only transpor
tation between the outer islands and 
the main island of my district con
sisted of single-engine, passenger air
planes. These planes were unable to 
transport construction materials which 
were needed in the outer islands to re
build after the hurricane. 

Senator DANIEL INOUYE from the 
State of Hawaii was kind enough to 
provide $750,000 in that year's defense 
appropriation bill to refurbish a vessel 
obtained from another Federal agency. 
When the bill returned to the House, 
the money for this vessel was under 
partisan attack and I wasn't sure 
whether the funding would survive. 
The President did not support the bill. 
The Secretary of the Interior did not 
support, and even our own governor did 
not support the measure. 

As part of his duties on the Sub
committee on Insular Affairs, Con
gressman Lagomarsino had been to 
American Samoa and knew, first-hand , 
how important surface transportation 
was to these outer islands. Much to my 
surprise, Congressman Lagomarsino 
came to the floor, broke the partisan 
attack, and spoke in support of funding 
for the vessel. I still believe that with
out his support, and the assistance of 
former Congressman John Rhodes of 
Arizona, my district would have lost 
that important funding. I have never 
forgotten the crucial support Congress
man Lagomarsino provided that day, 
and I never will. 

Mr. Speaker, another issue I worked 
on with Congressman Lagomarsino 
concerned stoppage of the rapacious 
practice of drift net fishing in the 
South Pacific. I spent my first 4 years 

in this House serving on the Foreign 
Affairs Committee with Bob Lago
marsino, and his statesmanlike service 
on that committee deserves special 
commendation. 

Drift nets are commonly referred to 
as the walls of death. They are must 
that-invisible fishing nets up to 30-
miles long, stretching the distance 
from Washington to Baltimore, that in
discriminately kill everything in the 
sea that is unfortunate enough to swim 
into its path. Some fishing companies 
prefer to use this method of fishing be
cause it is very efficient. 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that 
the nets ensnare any and all fish, dol
phins, porpoises, and even whales 
which cannot pass through the small 
mesh. For air-breathing mammals, 
such as dolphins and whales, it is slow 
death by drowning. 

To make this form of fishing even 
worse, many of the fish, and all of the 
mammals, were not considered desir
able by the owners of the nets and 
their carcasses were simply cast over
board as trash. The worst part, Mr. 
Speaker, is when these drift nets are 
lost on the open seas by fishermen, not 
an uncommon occurrence, continue to 
drift the ocean for months, killing un
told amounts of sealife. 

Despite pressure from certain seg
ments of the international community 
and the domestic fishing industry, Con
gressman Lagomarsino supported my 
legislation to ban this practice from 
the South Pacific, and led the biparti
san charge from his side of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. We were successful 
in that endeavor and I cannot thank 
Bob Lagomarsino enough for is leader
ship. 

Mr. Speaker, although I am not from 
California, I know Congressman Lago
marsino has played a key role in pro
tecting the environmental interests of 
that great State, the United States of 
America, and the global community. 
Congressman Lagomarsino's efforts 
have directly contributed to the cre
ation of the Channel Islands National 
Park, and I can think of nothing more 
fitting than naming the visitor's center 
at this national park in honor of this 
great American. 

Mr. Speaker, in all candor and with 
sincerity, and on behalf of the people of 
American Samoa, I want to thank 
Chairman DON YOUNG, Chairman JIM 
HANSEN, our ranking Democratic mem
bers GEORGE MILLER and BILL RICHARD
SON for their support of this legisla
tion, and especially the chief sponsor of 
the bill, the distinguished chairman of 
the House Subcommittee on Native 
Americans and Insular Affairs, Con
gressman ELTON GALLEGLY of Califor
nia. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

D 1800 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, fur

ther reserving the right to object, I 

yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I certainly appreciate my colleague, 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] allowing me a little time 
to rise with the many friends of Bob 
Lagomarsino and just express a few 
thoughts about the fantastic years of 
service I have experienced with Bob as 
well as his bride, Norma Lagomarsino. 
It was my privilege to work with Bob 
when he was a member of the State 
senate. The first time one ever met Bob 
in public affairs, it was hard not to re
alize he is a guy who recognized that 
public affairs is not driven by pure par
tisanship in most issues. He realized 
that working together we can solve all 
kinds of pro bl ems, and he came to 
Washington with that commitment. It 
does not surprise me to see this 
ovewhelming kind of groundswell of bi
partisan recognition of his great serv
ice here. 

Bob Lagomarsino was a Californian 
first and foremost. He focused on Cali
fornia issues through his public serv
ice. His leadership in the environ
mental community is well known by 
all those who pay attention to the 
problems and challenges that we face 
there. 

He was also, however, a great leader 
in the field of foreign affairs. Bob is a 
man who recognized that America 
should be united when we leave our wa
terfront, and his leadership and voice, 
recognizing the importance of biparti
sanship in that field, was most impor"" 
tant. 

Bob Lagomarsino is exactly the kind 
of American we need in the Halls of 
Congress. It is my privilege to rise 
among his former colleagues today to 
express my well wishes to him and 
Norma as they go forward in continu
ing public service. 

I thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from California, ELTON GALLEGLY, for 
this effort and am pleased to join him 
in support of this legislation. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I thank the gen
tleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, I am indeed happy to 
join my colleagues in this very well de
served tribute to our former colleague, 
Bob Lagomarsino. As has been men
tioned before, not only in the Commit
tee on Interior, working with insular 
territories, and in the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, that is the area that I 
worked very closely with him in our re
lationship with Mexico and many of 
the countries in Latin America, and his 
contribution was indeed a major con
tribution to the betterment of this 
country and our relations with them. 

He was a man of various and sundry 
areas of knowledge and expertise, and I 
think that this visitors center will 
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really reflect what he has done, not 
only in the area of conservation of re
sources, but certainly in foreign af
fairs, and I am very happy to join my 
colleagues in this very well-deserved 
tribute to our former colleague. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Mrs. SEASTRAND], who now occu
pies Mr. Lagomarsino's seat. 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
have the distinct privilege to support 
House Joint Resolution 50 concerning 
the Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitors 
Center while my district is the home of 
several dedicated public servants, in
cluding former President of the United 
States, Ronald Reagan, I also have the 
honor of representing much of the 
same area of another distinguished 
public servant, former Congressman 
Robert J. Lagomarsino. Bob Lago
marsino served the central coast, the 
State of California, and our Nation 
with distinction. 

In Washington, Bob fought for seri
ous congressional reforms. As a stu
dent of foreign affairs, he knew the im
portance of America's place on the 
world stage. However, he also under
stood the importance of the district he 
represented and its valuable resources. 
As a result, he successfully urged sup
port for the Channel Islands National 
Park in Ventura County, CA. 

To understand the importance of this 
effort, one has to appreciate the 
central coast of California and our his
tory. It was just a quarter century ago, 
when the pristine, uncontaminated 
shores of Santa Barbara were spoiled 
with an oil slick, caused by an under
water oil well in the ocean, that cov
ered our beaches and polluted our wa
ters. 

As a result of Bob Largomarsino's 
work, we can now view the central 
coast from the deep woods in the Los 
Padres National Forest to the moun
tain ranges that run down to our stun
ning coast with a sense of relief that 
the beauty surrounding the cliffs of the 
Santa Barbara coast with its sandy 
beaches, can no longer be harmed. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in whole
hearted support of the Robert J. Lago
marsino Visitors' Center designation 
and urge my colleagues to join me. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, let 
me just conclude, since everything has 
been said about Bob Lagomarsino, I 
had the pleasure of serving with him 
also. He was a man of class, decency, 
an environmentalist, statesman with 
his role in foreign policy, a man of 
great integrity. 

We miss him in this body, and this 
could be no better tribute. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to once again 
commend my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. GALLEGLY], who I 
know probably had the strongest 
friendship of anyone with Mr. Lago
marsino. 

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the 
right to object, I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
GALLEGLY]. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. I want to join all of 
my colleagues who joined today in rec
ognizing Bob Lagomarsino. 

Particularly I want to thank you, 
BILL. If we felt about so many more is
sues in this body on a bipartisan way 
the way we feel about Bob, we could 
get a lot more done around here. 

I thank you very kindly for yielding, 
and urge the support of all of our Mem
bers on this issue. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of House Joint Resolution 50, 
to designate the visitors center at the Channel 
Islands National Park after our former col
league, Robert J. Lagomarsino. An an original 
cosponsor of the resolution, and a cosponsor 
of similar legislation in the 103d Congress, I 
commend my colleague from California, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, for his efforts. 

This is a fitting way to honor Bob Lago
marsino. During his nine terms in the House, 
Bob worked tirelessly for the preservation of 
California's natural resources. Perhaps the 
centerpiece of this mission was his successful 
effort to establish the Channel Islands National 
Park in 1980. Bob Lagomarsino is a Repub
lican in the finest tradition of Teddy Roosevelt, 
recognizing the importance of preserving our 
environment and working to include unique 
areas in the National Park System. Bob had a 
major influence on landmark environmental 
legislation including the Alaska Wilderness 
Act, the Strip Mine Control Act, and the Land 
and Water Conservation Act. 

On a personal level, I miss Bob's presence 
in the House. He was a thoughtful, productive, 
and diligent representative for the people of 
his district and the State of California. Bob La
gomarsino was one of those nuts-and-bolts 
legislators who would take up the less pub
licized but still important causes. His efforts on 
working to improve the status of the territories, 
for example, got him little attention in the 
media or from his constituents. But, typically 
for Bob, he devoted countless hours to this 
issue. He worked in a bipartisan manner, 
never compromising his principles, but never 
grandstanding either. 

We also remember Bob Lagomarsino's 
years of dedicated service in the foreign policy 
arena. Bob took a passionate interest in fight
ing the spread of communism and played a 
key role in making the Reagan doctrine a re
ality. His efforts in Central America, for exam
ple, put America on the side of freedom. At a 
time when it wasn't fashionable to talk about 
spreading democracy and liberty around the 
world, Bob Lagomarsino never shrunk from his 
belief in this country and what it represents. 

Bob Lagomarsino's efforts to protect the 
Channel Islands before his service in the 
House of Representatives. While serving in 
the California Senate, Bob Lagomarsino intro
duced and passed legislation to make the 
Channel Islands off limits to oil drilling. When 
he arrived in Washington in 197 4, he intro
duced legislation to establish the Channel Is
lands National Park. After years of effort, Con
gress passed Bob Lagomarsino's bill in 1980. 

Even after the establishment of the national 
park, Bob's commitment to protecting the 

Channel Islands and the fragile California 
coast continued. He worked for a number of 
years to secure funding for the park. He ex
pended great effort to convince major oil com
panies to end shipments of oil through the 
channel. He worked with the International Mar
itime Organization to have the Channel Is
lands designated as an "area to be avoided" 
by international shippers. He persuaded Presi
dent Bush to withdraw leases for offshore oil 
in the channel. He authored an amendment to 
bring offshore oil operations under State and 
Federal clean air standards. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States has bene
fitted greatly from the public service of Bob 
Lagomarsino. It is most appropriate that we 
honor that service with this resolution. Were it 
not for Bob's persistence and dedication, there 
would be no Channel !&lands National Park. I 
think it is fitting and proper that Americans vis
iting this treasured part of California appre
ciate something of the man who made this 
park possible. 

Again, I salute ELTON GALLEGLY for his work 
over the last few years on this legislation. I 
urge its adoption by the House. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the legislation brought forth by 
Chairman GALLEGLY .to designate the visitor's 
center at the Channel Islands National park 
after a distinguished former member of this 
body, Mr. Robert J. Lagomarsino. I congratu
late the chairman for recognizing Mr. Lago
marsino's many accomplishments. 

Mr. Lagomarsino has been honored numer
ous times by various citizen groups, environ
mental organizations, and most importantly his 
constituents. his successes as a Member of 
Congress were eclipsed by his championing 
the protection of the Channel Islands, but also 
include many other valuable achievements for 
his constituency and the country. As ranking 
member of what was then the International 
and Insular Affairs Subcommittee, Mr. Lago
marsino was a friend to the territories and is 
still an advocate for our respective agendas. 

I believe Mr. Lagomarsino's tireless work for 
his district, the territories, and for the Channel 
Islands National Park to be indicative of his 
desire to legislate responsibility and fairly for 
all people as well as for the environment. I 
think this legislation is a fitting tribute to the 
man whom Chairman GALLEGLY has called the 
father of the Channel Islands National Park. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw the reservation of objection, 
and urge passage of the joint resolu
tion. 

D 1810 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

UPTON). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 50 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The visitors center at the Channel Islands 
National Park, California, is designated as . 
the "Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitors Cen
ter" . 
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SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES. 

Any reference in any law, regulation, docu
ment, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the visitors center referred 
to in section 1 is deemed to be a reference to 
the " Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitors Cen
ter" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Committee amendment in the nature 

of a substitute: Strike all after the re
solving clause and insert: 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The visitor center at the Channel Islands 
National Park, California, is designated as 
the " Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitor Center". 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES. 

Any reference in any law, regulation, docu
ment, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the visitor center referred 
to in section 1 is deemed to be a reference to 
the " Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitor Center" . 

Mr. GALLEGLY (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title of the joint resolution was 
amended so as to read: " Joint resolu
tion to designate the visitor center at 
the Channel Islands National Park, 
California, as the " Robert J. Lago
marsino Visitor Center." . 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

THINK HARD ABOUT MFN FOR 
CHINA 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks. ) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, today 's New 
York Times points out that the State 
Department released its 1995 report on 
human rights , and human rights has 
fallen behind in China. 

We ought to be careful when we con
sider MFN later on this year, because 
there is slave labor in China making 
goods. In fact , I will bet there are 
members of Congress that are wearing 
clothing made by slave labor in China. 

There is organ sales; for $30,000 you 
can get a slave labor person shot, and 
they will donate their kidney for you. 

There is persecution of Christians 
whereby they are going in house 
churches. It goes on and on. 

Lastly, members concerned about the 
economy, the t rade imbalance with 

China is now $30 billion. When 
Tiananmen Square came, it was $6 bil
lion, and now it is $30 billion. 

I strongly urge every Member to get 
today 's New York Times and read it, 
especially before we vote on MFN, be
cause we should never give MFN to a 
nation that is persecuting its own peo
ple and destroying the Christian 
Church and plundering Tibet. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the State Depart
ment released its 1995 Report on Human 
Rights which said what human rights observ
ers have been saying for the past 7 months, 
that the human rights situation in China has 
deteriorated since President Clinton renewed 
China's most-favored-nation status last May. 

The report, as quoted in today's New York 
Times says, 

In 1994, there continued to be widespread 
and well-documented human rights abuses in 
China, in violation of internationally accept
ed norms, stemming both from the authori
ties ' intolerance of dissent and the inad
equacy of legal safeguards for freedom of 
speech, association and religion. 

Even Assistant Secretary of State for East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs Winston Lord was 
forced to admit the same thing several weeks 
ago in light of all the harsh realities. 

The Times article summarizes the report as 
follows: 

The report criticizes the Chinese Govern
ment for detention of perhaps thousands of 
" prisoners of conscience; " an inadequate ac
counting of those who are missing or de
tained after the 1989 pro-democracy dem
onstrations; and crackdown of journalists; 
the routine arrest of dissidents during for
eign visits and requiring prisoners to work in 
laoor camps. 

The report notes that forced abortion and 
sterilization occurs, and accuses the Chinese 
Government of forcing prisoners to donate 
their organs for transplants. It also acknowl
edges the horrendous repression of dissent 
occurring in Tibet the tiny Himalayan country 
occupied by the Chinese for over three dec
ades. 

That is not all that has deteriorated. In 1989, 
the year of the Tiananmen Square tragedy, 
the United States trade deficit with China was 
$6 billion; now the trade deficit has exploded 
to $30 billion. That's a 500-percent increase. 
And what is worse is that American workers 
are forced to compete with products manufac
tured with slave labor. 

On all fronts, our engagement policy with 
China is not working. It is not improving 
human rights and it is not improving the trade 
deficit. This year I hope the Congress will 
think long and hard about changing it. 

NUTRITION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, today the Committee on Eco
nomic and Educational Opportunities 
held a hearing on the Contract With 
America, which deals with our nutri
tion programs. And a representative of 
the American School Food Service As-

sociation testified that if the Personal 
Responsibility Act were enacted as cur
rently written, 40,000 out of the 93,000 
school districts in the United States 
would stop serving school meals. That 
is breakfast and lunches for early-for 
children who get to school earlier. 
This, as we recall, was a bill that 
passed in 1946, in recognizing that chil
dren needed to have a lunch program 
and a breakfast program to make them 
ready for school. 

During World War II we found a lot of 
our children were not up to the nutri
tion standards that we needed. So that 
is why 1946, this program started. The 
reasoning behind the dramatic elimi
nation of those school meals programs 
is cost. And yet we are literally cutting 
off our nose to spite our face. 

During this hearing today, "the local 
perspective ," five of the six witnesses 
presented were community nutrition 
providers. A recent study by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture estimated 
that this bill, if we pass it, would cost 
the state of Texas $15.1 billion in 1996 
alone, representing a 30-percent cut in 
funding. Of all the States in the Na
tion, the State of Texas would be the 
one that would be cut the most. And 
the reason is, and I have an objective 
summary of that report that shows 
that that 1.1 billion would be cut be
cause the State of Texas utilizes more 
food stamps than most other States. 
And yet in California, that would bene
fit to the tune of about $600 million 
under this proposal, $650 million to be 
exact, would benefit because they have 
a higher payment. They actually have 
less food stamp participation and yet 
they pay $593 per month on the average 
in food stamp households in AFDC, 
whereas in the State of Texas we only 
pay $174. So we are actually hurting 
the poorest of the poor by taking away 
that billion dollars from the poor in 
the State of Texas. 

The formula punishes those States 
which depend on food stamps the most. 

This not only covers nutrition sites 
in our schools, the breakfast program, 
and the lunch program. But it covers 
the senior program Meals on Wheels. In 
Harris County, we received $1.5 million 
in 1994. This roughly represented over a 
million hot meals for seniors. If we 
pass this bill, the cuts by the Personal 
Responsibility Act would mean 300,000 
a year or 800 meals a day in Harris 
County alone would not be served. 

Lowering the number of Meals on 
Wheels could add to the heal th cost of 
these seniors. By taking away the 
meals from the seniors, we would push 
them to more likely seek assistance in 
elderly care centers and thereby pos
sibly even raising our hospital costs so 
more seniors would be taking advan
tage of Medicare. 

These senior citizen centers provide 
more than just a hot meal at lunch. 
They provide also companionship. I 
have as many as 35 in my own district 
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that I visit, when we can get home on 
Fridays and Mondays, al though this 
first hundred days we have not had 
much opportunity to do that, but staff 
who visit these centers make sure. In 
our district office we offer Social Secu
rity assistance and Medicare assistance 
and other assistance. But those seniors 
who go to those centers oftentimes 
have no one at home and that is the 
only hot meal that day. 

Yet if we pass this proposal in the 
Contract With America or Contract on 
American, then we are going to cut 
these senior citizens from these hot 
meals, not just in Harris County or the 
State of Texas but throughout the 
country. 

Another proposal that would be cut 
would be the Women, Infants and Chil
dren. Again using my frame of ref
erence, in Houston and Harris County, 
the city of Houston is the one that ac
tually funds it or provides it with the 
funding from the Federal Government. 
This amount of funding would rep
resent in Harris County, Texas $13 mil
lion cut to the local grocers in Houston 
who benefit from the Women, Infants 
and Children Program. 

The WIC Program, as we call it, is 
not an entitlement program. The pro
gram participants not only have finan
cial needs but also nutritional needs. 
This helps with early childhood devel
opment. Those children, before they be
come eligible for public school, we can 
make sure of the nutrition that they 
need in their early years until they do 
get to public school. 

Health costs could increase for these 
children from Medicaid and also pro
vide it for our hospital districts, for ex
ample, our public hospital systems. 

In a 1969 White House Conference on 
Food, Nutrition and Health, President 
Nixon said of the Federal responsibility 
for nutrition programs, "a child ill-fed 
is dull in curiosity, lower in stamina 
and distracted from learning." 

We do not need to make these cuts in 
our programs. 

D 1820 

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE DESERVE 
TO BE HEARD IN DECISIONS ON 
THE MEXICAN BAILOUT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. WAMP] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I come 
today as a freshman Member of this 
body with a burden on my heart to 
speak to the American people abbut 
this crisis in Mexico. I think it points 
out that we have a crisis in Washing
ton, because some people are still not 
listening to the American electorate. I 
think the people out here deserve to 
know some of what we are privy to 
know here in Washington, DC, relative 
to the Mexican bailout and the actions, 

in the last few hours, of the adminis
tration. 

Today I was briefed at the Repub
lican policy meeting by our Treasury 
Secretary, Robert Rubin. While I have 
a tremendous amount of admiration 
and respect for Mr. Rubin, I realize 
that he is in a very difficult situation 
because he was thrown into, as our new 
Treasury Secretary, this unfortunate 
situation in Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, many people in our con
ference, in the Republican Conference, 
believed for the last 2 weeks as the ad
ministration came to us, Mr. Green
span, Mr. Rubin, and made their case 
for why we needed to consider a $40 bil
lion bailout of Mexico's peso, we be
lieved that Congress was the only way 
that they could come and tap into the 
resources necessary to try to achieve 
their objectives. 

We did not believe, from the ques
tions that we asked at the meetings 
which we attended, that the Stabiliza
tion Fund was even possible to tap 
into. We continued to believe that as 
the administration continued to work 
with our leadership for the last 2 
weeks, and proposals were brought be
fore us, that they had to come through 
Congress where the money is appro
priated in this country to get even a 
little part of money, let alone 40 billion 
dollars' worth of money. The Stabiliza
tion Fund was off limits. 

Today I asked Mr. Rubin, "Mr. 
Rubin, exactly when and why was the 
Stabilization Fund decision made to 
tap into this fund and to use an Execu
tive order from the President to take 
this $20 billion?" He gave me three an- · 
swers. I think the American people 
need to hear them. 

First of all, he said he recognized 
that it was preferable to come to Con
gress for this money. I think it is pref
erable. That is an understatement. It is 
preferable to come to Congress for a $40 
billion loan package to anybody, any 
time. 

Second, he said "Until the Inter
national Monetary Fund, the IMF, 
raised their commitment from $7-some
odd billion to $17 .5 billion, using this 
fund was not an option because collec
tively it did not get to 40 billion dol
lars' worth of guarantees," which is 
what they needed in order to meet the 
problems in Mexico. 

Third, Mr. Speaker, and most impor
tantly, he said the crisis got out of 
hand. On Monday the crisis got out of 
hand and it required quick and decisive 
action. I tip my hat to him. Clearly 
this is quick and decisive action. 

However, Mr. Speaker, let me make 
some points representing this freshman 
class that was just elected to the 104th 
Congress. 

Many questions are left unanswered. 
Today, still no answers to these ques
tions: How long is the term on this 
debt? Three years? Five years? How 
long? 

Exactly how is it going to be repaid? 
Are these direct payments or are these 
loans? Again, today they could not give 
us a definitive answer. 

What are the conditions that Mexico 
must meet in order to receive this fi
nancial commitment? Still left unan
swered, yet through this Executive 
order, $20 billion is pulled from the 
Stabilization Fund. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not been in Con
gress very long, but I was in the real 
estate business for a long time before I 
got to Congress. I can tell Members 
that if our Government was in the 
banking business-and I don't think we 
ought to be-if we were, we would have 
required a pro forma, a first mortgage, 
good credit history, on and on and on, 
none of which we got. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad deal for the 
American people. I come to the floor 
today outraged for the American peo
ple that, first, they have overlooked 
the citizens of this country, who spoke 
loud and clear on November 8 that they 
are tired of the Government running 
off anywhere without them, that this is 
their House of Representatives, this is 
their Congress, this is their Govern
ment, this is their country. 

Second, Mr. Speaker, the Congress 
has been circumvented in a major way, 
with billions and billions of dollars. I 
am a populist conservative freshman. I 
represent, I believe, the majority wish
es of the Third District of Tennessee, 
and in fact, I believe this freshman 
class represents the heart of the Amer
ican electorate. We are upset about 
this. 

You know one reason they cir
cumvented Congress? They knew they 
could not get this through this Con
gress because they ran into a wall 
called the freshman class of the 104th 
Congress, which I believe stood 80 or 90 
percent against even talking about a 
multibillion-dollar bailout to Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, who is to say this is not 
going to happen again? We know that 
it is. It is high time, Mr. Speaker, that 
the American people have a voice in 
Washington, DC, on either end of Penn
sylvania Avenue. It is time we listened 
to you. I am here to carry the torch for 
the American people. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ACTION WITH 
REGARD TO THE MEXICAN ECO
NOMIC SITUATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com
mend President Clinton's action today to help 
stabilize the Mexican economy by Executive 
order. 

With the President pledging $20 billion in 
U.S. loan guarantees from the U.S. Exchange 
Stabilization Fund, a Democrat once again 
averts another major foreign policy crisis with 
no Republican help. This new plan which in
cludes contributions from the International 
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Monetary Fund and other international organi
zations will stem the plunge of the peso which 
dropped to its all-time-low in value to close at 
6.3 to the dollar yesterday. 

As a strong supporter of NAFT A and the 
Mexican stabilization package, I am very grati
fied to see today's action because small busi
nesses and retailers in my district and across 
the Southwest will benefit from a sound Mexi
can economy. In Texas, about 262,400 work
ers are employed producing products ulti
mately destined for Mexico. 

Our national security interests were also at 
stake. If the Mexican situation was not re
solved, there were estimates that undocu
mented immigration could have risen by more 
than 30 percent-or an additional one-half mil
lion economic refugees to our country this 
year. International observers were also mon
itoring our response to the Mexican crisis with 
great interest. The United States credibility 
was at stake. 

What today's action also shows is that the 
leadership vacuum has been filled in this new 
year. The President stepped up to the plate 
and delivered on the question of what is good 
for our country. The Republican majority run
ning the Congress has failed in its first major 
leadership test. 

Remember NAFT A? Even though a majority 
of Democm.ts and the Democratic leadership 
opposed it ;ast Congress, our party brought it 
up for a vote. I said back then and I will say 
now that you either lead, follow, or get out of 
the way. The Republicans, with their newfound 
power, seem to be dithering between following 
or getting out of the way. They certainly are 
not leading. 

Just a few days ago, the esteemed Speaker 
said that he would not bring the Mexican sta
bilization package to a vote because of lack of 
support from Democrats. My question to him 
is: Since when does the opposition party have 
to deliver the requisite number of votes for a 
passage on a measure? 

Does not the majority party have the prerog
ative to lead? 

Many of the President's most outspoken 
critics seemed to be putting their Presidential 
ambitions before the good of the Nation. Yet 
how can we explain their change of heart with 
regards to Mexico? After all, were not these 
same Presidential aspirants supporters of 
NAFT A 2 years ago? 

Many Republicans said after the President's 
State of the Union Address to let them act on 
what was best for the country. Well, the Presi
dent has acted on an important national inter
est matter. And to the Republicans I say: Ei
ther lead, follow, or get out of the way. 

CALLING FOR INCLUSION OF NA
TIONAL CHILD SUPPORT EN
FORCEMENT IN WELFARE RE
FORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MARTINEZ] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
call for the inclusion of a national child support 
enforcement program in any welfare reform 
proposal considered by this body. 

Raising a family is no easy task. I don't 
think anyone here today would say differently. 

Parenting requires time, patience, sacrifice, 
love, and of course, money. And according to 
1992 statistics, over 8112 million women are 
raising families alone. 

Considering all that being a parent requires, 
it should come as no surprise that many of 
these women require assistance--assistance 
from friends, family, and from the Federal 
Government. For instance, of those 8112 million 
women currently raising families alone, over 3 
million collect welfare. The)' collect welfare in 
order to provide their child en with the food, 
shelter, clothing, and medical care they need 
to survive. 

It's no secret that welfare costs the Federal 
Government a lot of money. As a matter of 
fact, it costs nearly $86 billion every year. It's 
also no secret that the Federal Government is 
looking for ways to decrease that amount. 

Let's discuss the Personal Responsibility 
Act, the welfare reform proposal included in 
the Republican Contract With America. The 
proposal calls for all Americans to take charge 
of their lives and assume responsibility for 
themselves. Specifically, it calls for young 
mothers to give up their children and go to 
work. It calls for children to live away from 
their homes and their families. The bottom line 
is it calls for both mothers and children to get 
off welfare. 

While this idea seems well and good, a par
ticular and critical segment of the population is 
consistently absent from the picture and from 
the Personal Responsibility Act-the fathers. 
Where is it mentioned in the Personal Re
sponsibility Act that fathers must provide for 
their children? Where does it say fathers need 
to go to work and contribute to their children's 
financial needs? Indeed, I see no reference to 
fathers in this proposal at all. 

Did 8112 million women impregnate them
selves? As far as I am aware, the last time a 
woman found herself with child without any 
help from the opposite sex was in the year 4 
B.C. 

So, if we agree that women cannot get 
pregnant alone, why should we insist that they 
alone take responsibility for the children that 
result. Why should the fathers be let off scot
free? The truth of the matter is, they shouldn't. 
And for several decades the Federal Govern-

- ment has helped ensure that fathers take re
sponsibility for their children. 

The child support enforcement program, es
tablished in 1975, helps millions of mothers 
every year identify, and collect child support 
f ram the fathers of their children. In 1993, the 
child support enforcement program collected 
$8.9 billion in child support from delinquent fa
thers through income withholding, income tax 
refund interception, property liens, and secu
rity bonds. That's $8.9 billion that didn't come 
from the Federal budget. And that's only the 
beginning. 

Because tracking and collection across 
State lines is so difficult, $34 billion in potential 
child support is not collected each year. If we 
could establish a national program to work 
with State and local agencies to track and col
lect child support from delinquent fathers we 
could further take the responsibility off the 
Federal Government and put it where it be
longs-on the parents-both parents. 

Look, no government or government agen
cy, be it Federal, State, or local can ensure 

that both parents provide their children with 
love and emotional support. No government 
can insist that both parents spend time with 
their children. However, the government, Fed
eral, State, and local, can, by working to
gether, ensure that both parents at the very 
least, fulfill their financial obligations to their 
children. 

If we really want all Americans to take re
sponsibility for themselves lets make sure we 
are talking about all Americans. Make fathers 
accountable. Make child support enforcement 
part of welfare reform. 

CONCERNS REGARDING THE 
MEXICAN BAILOUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I got 
elected for the 13th district of New J er
sey to voice on behalf of my citizens 
their concerns, and certainly it is on 
their behalf that I have taken to the 
well today to speak on them. 

I want to state very clearly and very 
loudly for the record that I stand 
staunchly opposed to the unilateral ac
tion by the executive, in collaboration 
with the leadership of the House, to 
grant the Mexican Government an un
precedented bailout package worth bil
lions of dollars. Not a single congres
sional voice nor a single American 
voter will be heard by virtue of the 
process that has taken place on this 
banker and speculator bailout bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is a travesty 
for justice. I know that some in the 
House were involved in negotiations, 
but overwhelmingly many were not, 
many who also represent hundreds of 
thousands of taxpayers in their con
gressional districts. 

For those of us who did not support 
NAFTA, we spoke up about our con
cerns at that time, that Mexico was a 
developing economy, not a developed 
economy. We spoke up about our con
cerns about the value of the peso, and 
that in fact it was way beyond where it 
should be in terms of its exchange rate. 

Sure enough, Mr. Speaker, after 
NAFT A and after the presidential elec
tions in Mexico, we find that many of 
these things are coming true. So with
out creating the appropriate safeguards 
during the NAFTA debate and subse
quently in its enactment, it is my be
lief that we created a speculative envi
ronment in which middle class inves
tors, the mom-and-pop investors so 
vital to Wall Street brokers, were led 
to believe that investing some of their 
hard-earned life savings in mutual 
funds, in pension funds, investing in 
emerging Mexico was a safe bet, but 
billions of dollars later, we know it is 
not. In one week alone U.S. investors 
took over $12 billion out of the Mexican 
market. 

I question, one of the things I would 
have liked to have seen is how much 
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money the middle class families across 
the country lose in the context of the 
investments in a speculative market 
that we helped create by virtue of how 
we portrayed the Mexican market. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, in the Commit
tee on International Relations testi
mony was heard on this issue. I would 
like to read from one of the witnesses, 
John Sweeney of the Heritage Founda
tion, not an institution that I normally 
quote, but which is of great interest to 
me, particularly in the context that 
they were supporters of N AFT A and 
free market ideas. 

He said: "This new plan is an impro
vised hodgepodge that will not solve 
the structural causes of the Mexican 
crisis. This new bailout plan is bad pol
icy, and it is bad politics.'' 

We were told, Mr. Speaker, that in 
fact the original $40 billion loan guar
anty was meant to overwhelm Mexico's 
problem. 

D 1830 

Yet we see that this new package has 
now risen to between $47 billion and $50 
billion. So I am concerned if $40 billion 
was meant to overwhelm Mexico's 
problem, why did we have to go to $47 
billion or nearly $50 billion? 

This witness went on to say, "The 
Mexican crisis needs a stronger free 
market cure than Mexico's ruling po
litical, corporate and labor elites are 
willing to accept." He went on to criti
cize this action. 

I think his last comment that I 
would like to make, he said, "Bailing 
out Mexico will tell governments in 
emerging markets that bad policies 
based on short-term political impera
tives would be forgiven, and it would 
send private investors the message 
that bad investment decisions will be 
bailed out at U.S. taxpayer expense." 

I think that that is the wrong mes
sage to send. 

It is interesting to see in today's New 
York Times in the business section 
how now investors are looking at all 
emerging markets and their invest
ments in those emerging markets and 
beginning to question those invest
ments. Maybe they will come back to 
good old T-bills and blue chip stocks 
here in the United States. 

I think it is important in this debate 
to continue to raise the questions of 
what type of speculative environments 
are we creating to put middle-class 
taxpayers at risk, and in doing so I 
would hope that we would continue to 
speak about this issue on the House 
floor. 

TIME TO COME CLEAN ON 
BAILOUT OF MEXICO 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington}. Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, over the last 
24-hour period, we have heard a litany 
of reasons in support of what the Clin
ton administration has done in its ef
forts to prop up the Mexican peso. 

We have heard, for example, that the 
United States economy will suffer ir
reparable harm if the Mexican econ
omy remains as weak as it is. 

We have heard that illegal immigra
tion will explode if the United States 
does not prop up the Mexican peso. 

We have heard intimations that Mex
ico and other Latin countries will be 
unable to help continue to control cer
tain undesirable activities such as drug 
trafficking and money laundering from 
and through Latin America. 

We have heard that delayed action is 
worse than no action. 

We have heard that other Central 
American countries will soon follow 
Mexico unless we act in behalf of Mex
ico. 

We have heard that an untold num
ber of jobs here in this country will be 
lost and money will be lost here in this 
country, ·including from perhaps some 
very important pension funds, if the 
United States does not act and prop up 
the Mexican peso. 

If in fact, Mr. Speaker, the con
sequences that would befall the world 
economy and the United States econ
omy were as dire as the administration 
is now saying they are, one might very 
legitimately ask, as I do, where were 
they when the groundwork was being 
laid for this crisis through either ac
tion or inaction on the part of the 
Mexican Government? 

Where were they when we had before 
the U.S. Congress Committee on Bank
ing and Financial Services just 1 short 
week ago asking the 3 top officials 
from this administration, Secretary 
Christopher, Secretary Rubin, and 
Chairman Greenspan to justify to us 
specifically and explicitly why at that 
time the administration was telling us 
that unless congressional action oc
curred, all of these dire consequences 
would befall. 

We asked, for example, when these 
gentlemen were before the Banking 
Committee on which I have the honor 
of serving, what guarantees do we 
have? How will we know and how can 
we assure the American people that 
Mexico will not default on the loan 
guarantees that this administration 
was asking us in Congress to provide to 
them through legislation? 

The only thing that these witnesses 
could tell us was, and I remember one 
witness explicitly stating this, we have 
a team of the finest lawyers in Govern
ment and we are sure that they will 
draft up a document that provides us 
those guarantees. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, that does not 
leave me satisfied and that does not 
leave my constituents satisfied. They 
continue to ask some very important 
questions that are deeply troubling to 

me and to my constituents in the 7th 
District of Georgia. 

What happens with that $20 billion, 
and many other billions of dollars that 
are now going to directly prop up a for
eign currency? If and when, as many of 
us expect, the Mexican Government 
fails to take the steps, the hard steps 
that are necessary to ensure its contin
ued viability and to ensure the re
bounding of the peso, what will in fact 
happen to those moneys? 

What will in fact happen, Mr. Speak
er, for example, if in some other part of 
the world with regard to some other 
currency, the U.S. dollar, which is the 
currency that I care about and that the 
American people care about, runs into 
problems and we go to the Stabiliza
tion Fund and we find that the cup
board is bare? What then do we tell our 
constituents? 

What do we tell our constituents 
down the road, Mr. Speaker, when the 
next country comes to us and says, 

Yes, we know you are having to ask your 
citizens to tighten their belts. We know you 
in America are having to make tough deci
sions to cut back governments and cut back 
guarantees in your own country. But you 
helped out Mexico. Now you must help us 
out. 

These are things, Mr. Speaker, that I 
think the American people are legiti
mately asking of this administration 
which has yet to deliver to us in the 
Congress an executive order that sets 
out in black and white where it thinks 
it has the legal statutory authority to 
do what it did. 

The questions, Mr. Speaker, far out
number the answers that have been 
forthcoming. I think it is past due time 
for this administration to come for
ward, to come clean and to provide us 
the background information to let us 
know why did we get to this situation, 
what is truly happening, and why this 
action is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the 
time to address this very important 
problem for the people of this country. 

LINE-ITEM VETO AND REMAINING 
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA 
ITEMS DESERVE BIPARTISAN 
SUPPORT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, today is a very special day, I be
lieve, in the House of Representatives 
because here today we passed for the 
first time H.R. 5, which, in fact, will 
give us unfunded mandate relief. For 
too long our State, local and county 
governments have been forced to pay 
for the programs that Congress has 
foisted upon them without any input 
from the State, local, or county gov
ernments. As a result of our actions 
today, counties and local governments 
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will no longer be obligated to pay for 
programs we passed here in Congress. 
From now on, if we in Congress wish to 
pass a bill, we will have to pay for it at 
this time. 

I was very happy to see, Mr. Speaker, 
this was a bipartisan effort. I suspect 
and hope that, along with the Amer
ican people, that the other items in the 
Contract With America will have simi
lar bipartisan support. 

In reflecting on our recent weeks 
here in Washington in this 104th Con
gress, we have already seen a balanced 
budget amendment adopted, which will 
help get our fiscal House in order and 
help us reduce our deficit. We have also 
seen, as I said, the unfunded mandates 
bill being passed, and now the third 
part of the program, the line-item veto, 
is legislation we are about to embark 
upon, starting with discussions and de
bates tomorrow morning. 

I am proud to be an original cospon
sor of this important piece of reform 
legislation. In the past, Mr. Speaker, 
the President had no authority to re
move specific items of pork-barrel leg
islation and now it will be possible for 
the President to remove waste without 
rejecting t he entire budget package. 

A line-L·em veto will also restore the 
proper balance between the President 
and the Co igress. In the mid-1970's the 
Ccngress upset the balance when it 
changed the budget process and con
sciously undermined any President 's 
ability to constrain the growth of Fed
eral spending. Ever since these changes 
in the process occurred, Congress has 
been able to simply ignore the Presi
dent 's rescission requests. 

The Republican-proposed line-item 
veto will force Congress to debate and 
vote upon the President's proposals. 
This will give the same kind of line
i tem veto most of our Nation's Gov
ernors have to remove wasteful spend
ing which does appear in budgets. 

Clearly a line-item veto alone will 
not solve the deficit problem over
night, but it will move us toward the 
fiscal responsibility this 104th Congress 
deserves and wants on behalf of the 
American people. It would enable the 
President to slash the pork that is in 
the budget, would help us to maintain 
the ability of Congress to disagree with 
the President, but the Congress would 
also restore spending cuts by the Presi
dent if it thought the package of re
scissions were inappropriate. 

D 1840 
I believe that the line-item veto, 

when combined with the balanced 
budget amendment and now the un
funded mandates reform will go a long 
way in making sure that this Congress 
completes its Contract With America 
and helps us to economic recovery as 
every American wants. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I sup
port welfare reform. Reform, however, 
does not mean change for the sake of 
change. Reform means change for the 
sake of improvement. As we move to 
reform the welfare system, let us make 
sure that we make a better system, not 
just a different system. Some of our 
programs are workine· and working 
well. Nutrition prograns have proven 
their worth. 

This morning, the House Committee 
on Agriculture held its first hearing of 
the 104th Congress. The subject of the 
hearing was the Food Stamp Program. 
During the hearing, we heard of in
stances of fraud and abuse. The infor
mation received at the hearing may 
tempt some to call for the elimination 
of the Food Stamp Program. Such 
calls, however, would not take the good 
that the program does into account. 
The good far outweighs any problems 
that the program may experience. 

The Food Stamp Program was insti
tuted to confront hunger in America. 
Over 27 million people in the United 
States are served by the program
more than half of them, 51 percent-are 
children. Seven percent are elderly. In 
the State of North Carolina alone, over 
627,000 people receive f0od stamp bene
fits-and-over half of that total, 
323,552-are children. 

In 1993, North Carolina received $512 
million in food stamp funding. In my 
district, 74,370 hungry people benefit. 
However, with the cuts that have been 
proposed in nutrition programs, it is 
estimated that North Carolina will lose 
nearly 20 percent of its food stamp 
funding. That loss will mean the loss or 
reduction in benefits for almost 44,000 
North Carolinians. Additionally, it is 
estimated that should the Food Stamp 
Program be converted to block grants, 
approximately 3,122 jobs will be lost in 
North Carolina alone-this means 
about $33.9 million in lost wages. This 
is just in my home State of North 
Carolina. Mr. Speaker, that is but one 
legacy of the balanced budget amend
ment and the contract on America. The 
people have a right to know. Unless we 
act to prevent it, there will be drastic 
cuts in funds for school meals and WIC 
as well. 

This Nation is great, not because of 
its military might, although it is im
portant to be strong militarily. We are 
great, not because of our success in di
plomacy, although it is important to 
move effectively in the world arena. 
What makes us a great nation however, 
is the compassion we show for those 
who live in the shadows of life-the 
young, the old, the poor, and the dis
abled. 

When history and the voters judge 
us, in the end, we will not be judged by 
how much we mindlessly cut. We will 
be judged by how much we truly cared. 
The school meals program gives to our 

young people the nutrition they need, 
the strength that is required, to make 
it through the school day. Last year we 
fed free and reduced price breakfast to 
more than 5 million children nation
wide. The money we spent for that pro
gram, nationwide, is now threatened. 

In North Carolina, 180,000 children 
were fed breakfast, free or at a reduced 
price last year. Those children may go 
hungry at school next year. That could 
be one of the legacies of the balanced 
budget amendment and the contract on 
America. The people have a right to 
know, and I intend to tell them. Simi
larly, the National School Lunch Pro
gram which served 131/2 million chil
dren last year, will likely serve far 
fewer next year. 

In North Carolina, money from the 
national program was spent to serve 
free or reduced priced lunches to some 
379,000 children. The people have a 
right to know that those funds may be 
lost. The special supplemental program 
for women, infants, and children [WIC] 
is threatened. Important Federal funds 
were spent last year for 6 million WIC 
participants. Nearly $74 million of 
those funds were spent in North Caro
lina, servicing 169,000 WIC participants 
from my State. 

After school programs, summer pro
grams, violence prevention programs 
all may be slashed for years to come 
under the balanced budget amendment 
mandate and the contract on America. 
The people have not been told about 
these cuts, and they have a right to 
know. We face the creation of thou
sands, perhaps millions, of new orphans 
because we are threatening to cut the 
cord of life from those parents, strug
gling to make ends meet, and their 
children, innocent in every respect. 

Mr. Speaker, I support welfare re
form and I include the remainder of my 
speech in the RECORD at this point, as 
follows: 

Yes, I support welfare reform. But, in the 
words of Susan B. Anthony, "Cautious, careful 
people, always casting about to preserve so
cial standing, can never bring about reform." 
These are not times to be cautious and careful 
about government. 

Yes, we need a smaller, more effective gov
ernment. But, we also need a bold and vision
ary government-a government that changes 
with the times, but remains fundamentally un
changed-an instrument for the many, not just 
for the few. 

PESO BAILOUT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I also 
want to talk about the bailout, the new 
Clinton unilateral, nonparticipation by 
the legislative branch bailout. And I 
was just speaking with my friend the 
gentlewoman from Ohio, MARCY KAP
TUR, who has really been a leader in 
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trade and leader on this issue, about 
what is happening to our country and 
what is happening to American work
ers. And I hope that there is a silver 
lining to the cloud of this bailout issue 
which hovers over Americans right 
now, which the President is attempting 
to dismiss with this use of the Ex
change Stabilization Fund, if he is to 
bail out Mexico without requiring Con
gress to vote up or down. 

The silver lining that I am looking 
for is a realization in this body, in the 
House of Representatives, of the fact 
that our blind adherence to free trade, 
that is leveling all borders, all tariffs 
between us and the rest of the world, 
regardless of the circumstances, re
gardless of whether or not they let us 
into their borders, regardless of the 
displacement of American workers, re
lying on the blind adherence on the Re
publican side and the Democrat side in 
some cases. 

Let us talk a little bit about the peso 
bailout and some of the conservative 
Republicans who recently have testi
fied in our forums. 

Bill Seidman is a conservative Re
publican renowned economic leader, 
former chairman of the FSLIC, a guy 
who knows bailouts, and he made a 
couple of good points in his speech to 
our forum when he said, "Do not bail 
out Mexico." 

First, he does believe in the free mar
ket and he could not understand why 
people who believe in a free market 
and who believed in NAFTA would now 
believe that somehow the politics and 
the economics of subsidies to Mexico 
now make sense. 

He pointed out that Mexico has gone 
through in the last 10 or 20 years a 
number of devaluations, and they have 
not had these disastrous apocalyptic 
effects that all of the deep breathers 
tell us are going to happen now if we do 
not bail out Mexico with a $40-billion
plus package. Here is Bill Seidman, a 
renowned conservative economic ex
pert relied on by this Nation in very 
difficult times saying we do not have 
to do it, let the market adjust it. He 
made a great statement. He said this 
issue should be resolv8d between Mex
ico and her creditors, let us resolve 
this between creditor and debtor. 
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Let us stay out of this as the United 

States of America. In listening to wit
ness after witness on the Democrat 
side and the Republican side across the 
political spectrum coming up and testi
fying against the bailout, it occurred 
to me that this has revealed another 
aspect of national policy that should be 
looked at very closely. 

If this is free trade, this is the result 
of free trade where a tiny nation eco
nomically like Mexico, which has ap
proximately the economy the size of 
New Jersey's, can be in a position to 
pull the United States down because it 

has a downturn. Have our policy
makers who have outlined a free-trade 
policy for the United States supposedly 
with a deep intellectual base really 
been right when the effect of their pol
icy is to handcuff the United States to 
Third World nations in deep water that 
do not know how to swim? That is 
what we have done. 

If we have lost our independence and 
if we now are committed to bail out 
every nation which becomes inextrica
bly linked with our economic well
being through our trade policies, is 
that smart? 

Regardless of whether or not you like 
the trend lines on the exports and the 
imports, is it right for us to give up our 
independence and link ourselves with 
these nations? Does that mean we are 
now going to link ourselves with Ar
gentina, we are so linked that we now 
have to bail them out if they have a 
problem, or any of the other dozens and 
dozens of Third World nations which 
now will call on the United States to 
help bail them out because we have a 
substantial trade relationship? 

Now, let me just conclude by giving 
one "I told you so" and "Let's look at 
this thing in the future," to all of my 
colleagues, my good friends, who sup
ported NAFTA. The claim by the pro
NAFTA advocates on this floor was 
that Mexican workers were going to 
achieve a larger standard of living, go 
above that $1,900 per capita per year in
come, and they were going to get up 
there to the point where they were 
making enough money to buy large 
amounts of American consumer goods 
and increase our exports. This devalu
ation has decreased the capability to 
buy by about 30 percent. This proves 
that NAFTA was wrong. 

OIL AS COLLATERAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
compliment the previous speaker, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER], who has been so much a part of 
our efforts to really open up inter
national trade and explain the con
sequences to people in this country and 
abroad. 

I rise tonight with a rather heavy 
heart because of the action of the Clin
ton administration. Our Government is 
not a monarchy. We are a nation of 
laws and of balance of powers between 
this legislative branch, which is the 
first branch that the Constitution men
tions, and the action, in my opinion, by 
the Clinton administration in extend
ing over $47 billion worth of credit 
from the taxpayers of this country is 
outside the constitutional boundaries 
of the executive branch. 

Now, Wall Street today and their ir
responsible money men are cheering, 

because they essentially have been 
bailed out along with their 24 billion
aire friends in Mexico with this gift 
package from the taxpayers of the 
United States of America with no vote 
by Members of this Congress. Wall 
Street investors have every reason to 
be happy. They got their money back 
from you, the taxpayers, but the Amer
ican people should know that they are 
at risk, because this deal is backed up 
by worthless paper certificates of oil 
serving as collateral. 

Now. why do I say this? Does not oil 
have value? Under normal cir
cumstances, it would. But the Mexican 
Government has long used its oil over 
and over, the same oil again, as collat
eral for debts they already owe. 

Did you know that Mexico has al
ready pledged its oil in the European 
bond market, the Euro-bond market, 
for upwards of $10 billion? The fact is 
Mexican oil no longer has any value for 
use as collateral on new debt, because 
it is pledged to old debt, and Mexico 
owes anywhere between, on the public 
debt it owes between $160 billion and 
$200 billion. 

It would be almost better for Mexico 
to pledge jumping beans rather than to 
repledge their oil again. 

In the RECORD tonight I have taken 
out of Moody's Manual a list of where 
Mexico's monopoly-owned, state-owned 
oil company, Pemex, has already 
pledged the assets of their oil company. 

Suffice it to say, all the administra
tion accomplished by conditioning new 
loans, these $47 billion worth of loans 
from our taxpayers, on Mexican oil was 
to put our taxpayers at the end of a 
very long line of creditors to that oil. 
Even adding up all the assets and pro
duction of Pemex, Mexico does not 
have enough oil revenue to cover the 
$47.5 billion worth of new loans. 

In fact, the Houston Chronicle re
ports that Mexico will become a net oil 
importer by the turn of the century, 
because it is essentially producing half 
of the oil it produced a decade ago be
cause of problems inside that oil com
pany. 

Now, add to that what Mexico's own 
officials have said. The Mexican Sec
retary of the Treasury said, "Our oil 
resources are not going to be used for 
guarantees." Well, if they are not, 
what is backing up the risk to the tax
payers of this country? 

And Mexico's Energy Minister was 
quoted recently, and a direct quote 
again, "Our oil will not be mortgaged 
nor will it form any part of any loan 
guarantee." 

Now, maybe the United States Am
bassador to Mexico cannot read Span
ish, but it is all there in the Mexican 
newspapers to be read by anyone. 

Basically, my friends, by dodging 
Congress, our people have been sold a 
bill of goods that have no value by the 
administration in collaboration with 
the Government of Mexico. Now our 
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administration is scrambling to make 
this back-door deal look as legitimate 
as possible, but the fact remains the 
so-called collateral that Mexico is put
ting up for the $47 .5 billion in loans is 
worthless and, in fact, experts have es
timated the entire worth of Pemex at 
somewhere perhaps, if we are lucky, 
about $24 billion. 

So ask yourself when you read the 
fine print and they say they are going 
to book sales of oil on the Federal Re
serve of New York's books, who is 
cooking the books? We are not getting 
barrels of oil. We are getting pledges of 
collateral that has already been over
pledged. 

And if you really want to get cynical, 
and I will end with this statement, is it 
not interesting that this is not the first 
time this has happened? But in fact it 
happened right after the Presidential 
election of 1988, during that period 
when they were trying to prop up the 
value of the Mexican peso. It happened 
in 1982, and now they devalued the peso 
right after the Mexican election in 
1994. 

Let the record speak for itself. 

COST EFFECTIVENESS IN 
WELFARE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. WOOLSEY] is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, over $5 
billion in child support goes uncol
lected every year. This is a national 
disgrace that is punishing our children 
and bankrupting our welfare system. 

Tonight I am pleased to be joined by 
many of my Democratic colleagues to 
call attention to this tragedy and to 
call on the 104th Congress to make 
child support collection a top priority 
as we work to reform the welfare sys
tem. Democrats have long recognized 
that holding both parents responsible 
for their children is the most cost-ef
fective way to reduce the welfare rolls. 

Why then, we ask, is there no men
tion of child support in the Repub
lican's welfare reform bill? Why then 
did it take so much prodding to get the 
Republican leadership to even schedule 
a hearing on child support collection? 
Do they not know that getting family 
child support is one of the best ways to 
get them off welfare? 

Mr. Speaker, I have known for over 
25 years just how important child sup
port is in preventing the need for wel
fare, because in 1968 I was a single 
working mother with three small chil
dren, ages 1, 3, and 5. Although I had a 
court order, I never received a penny in 
child support. In order to provide my 
children with the health care and child 
care they needed, I was forced to go on 
welfare to supplement my wages. 
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Today, Mr. Speaker, millions of fami

lies are forced to go on welfare for the 
same reason. In fact, 91 percent of first
time welfare recipients cite lack of fi
nancial support from a parent as the 
main reason they are on welfare. 

Currently, The Federal Government 
pays over $1 billion a year to help al
most 1,500 State and local agencies col
lect child support. This piecemeal ap
proach results in failing State collec
tion rates, some as low as 9 percent. 
Even more alarming is the fact that 
once a parent who owes support crosses 
State lines, as approximately one-third 
of them do, it becomes all but impos
sible to enforce collection. 

Consequently, Mr. Speaker, less than 
$1 for every $10 owed in interstate child 
support is collected. When it comes to 
fixing our child support system, how
ever, the Republican leadership seems 
content on sticking with the status 
quo, which means the taxpayers get 
stuck once again with a billion dollar 
bill for a system that barely works. 

Democrats know that our families 
can no longer afford business as usual. 
We know that the failure to collect 
child support is not a State-by-State 
problem; it is a national crisis demand
ing a national solution. 

It is time to revolutionize child sup
port; it is time to revolutionize child 
support payment collection in order to 
make sure all of our children receive 
the support they need and deserve. 
That means strengthening paternity 
establishment laws, that means tough 
new penalties for parents who refuse to 
pay support, that means establishing a 
national registry of child support or
ders so we can track parents across 
State lines, and that means taking a 
serious look at proposals to increase 
interstate collection, including legisla
tion to federalize the child support sys
tem. 

Mr. Speaker, I welcome the Repub
lican leadership's late arrival to the 
child support reform debate. Child sup
port collection after all should not be 
an issue along party lines. Democrats, 
however, do not want minor changes to 
the system or tinkering around the 
edges; we want fundamental changes. 

Mr. Speaker, in the United States if 
we had had a child support system in 
place like the ones Democrats have 
proposed, I might not have needed to 
go on welfare in the first place. Now we 
have the opportunity to make sure all 
families in situations like mine are not 
forced to go on welfare because they do 
not receive the support they need and 
deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAl'!. I thank the gentle 
woman from California and certainly 
appreciate her efforts tonight in bring
ing a very important issue, important 
not only to Congress but to the debate 
that has been taking place in our State 

legislatures, has been taking place in 
all of the legislatures across this coun
try. I can assure you that my district 
offices who generally deal with these 
issues on an everyday basis, this is one 
of the No. 1 issues we deal with in try
ing to help single parents find or re
store back child enforcement or child 
support payments because of the con
cern that they have for their children. 

If you allow me, I would like to take 
some time and read a statement that I 
have talking about what I see as some 
of the issues with some background 
and what I think we might be able to 
do, some things we might be able to do 
to help. 

Mr. Speaker, the Child Support En
forcement Program as it exists today 
appears to be dysfunctional. Caseloads 
are impossibly high and Federal re
quirements for providing services to in
terested parties may be conflicting, 
counterproductive, and unrealistic. 
Portions of the program may even 
present the intended recipients with 
economic disincentives to cooperate. 
Meanwhile, birth and family separation 
statistics indicate a growing number of 
potential clients. 

The statistics are staggering. One in 
four American families with children 
today are headed by women. In these 
single-parent families, the future of 
these children are directly linked to 
that of their mothers. Low standards of 
living are often the result of the high 
expense of raising children, lower sala
ries typically earned by women, and in
sufficient or nonexistent child support 
payments. Poor enforcement of child 
support orders greatly worsens the 
plight of these vulnerable children. 

Even though there are efforts to 
strengthen child support enforcement, 
the current system has failed to ensure 
that children receive financial support 
from both parents. Repeated reports 
have shown that the potential for child 
support is approximately $48 billion per 
year. However, only $14 billion is actu
ally paid. 

For these reasons, a critical part of 
reforming the welfare system is im
proving this country's child support 
enforcement system. Improvements in 
the child support system will ensure 
that children can count on support 
from both parents and that the cost of 
public benefits can be reduced while 
working mothers' real income is raised. 

A tough stance must be taken on 
nonpayment of child support. There are 
at least four areas that must be ad
dressed. First, efforts to enhance non
custodial parent location and identi
fication must be strengthened. Second, 
the process by which child support or
ders are established must be improved. 
Third, efforts to establish hospital
based paternity must be enforced. And 
fourth, child support enforcement must 
be made real by the passage of punitive 
measures for deadbeat parents. 

Noncustodial parent location and 
identification would be enhanced by 
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having States maintain registries of 
child support orders. Moreover, the 
functions of the parent locator in the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services should be expanded. The inter
state locator should be designated to 
link State-to-State child support order 
registers into an automated central 
system. 

Hospital-based paternity should be 
established by ensuring that States 
have simple civil consent procedures 
for paternity establishment available 
at hospitals at the time of birth. 

Moreover, benefits should be made 
contingent on paternity establishment. 
At this time, there is no reciprocal ob
ligation for welfare recipients to help 
the Government locate the absent par
ent. The burden of certain parent loca
tor information should be shifted to 
the applicant of welfare benefits. Of 
course, certain situations are unique 
and need to be taken into account, as 
when the parent cannot be found or if 
the mother fears harm to herself or her 
child. 

These measures are not meant to be 
punitive but just responsible. Parents 
who willfully and fully comply with pa
ternity establishment requirements 
should not be denied benefits. Nor 
should they be denied benefits if the 
State has not met its responsibilities 
and obligations in assisting with pater
nity establishment. 

Finally, uncompromising punitive 
measures for deadbeat dads should be 
fully enforced. This should be done by 
withholding income from deadbeat 
dads for child support orders. We must 
establish procedures so that liens can 
be imposed against insurance settle
ments, gambling and lottery winnings, 
and other awards. N oncompliant fa
thers, who are delinquent in their sup
port payments, should be required to 
enter a work program in which they 
work to pay off benefits meant to sup
port their children. 

Mr. Speaker, studies have proven it 
is not the inability to pay, but rather 
the refusal to pay that has plunged 
children into the depths of poverty. 
Most noncustodial parents are able
bodied and can contribute to the finan
cial support of their children. Simply 
put, they do not pay because they 
know they can get away without pay
ing. I offer my ideas as a tough yet fair 
approach in dealing with a pro bl em 
that is keeping billions of dollars from 
children in our country. 

I say again to the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. WOOLSEY] that we ap
preciate her bringing this to our atten
tion, and I think all the ideas that will 
be discussed will open up a debate that 
is necessary. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I thank the gentle
woman for her contribution, and I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms. 
MCCARTHY]. 

Ms. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise as a member of 
the Welfare Reform Task Force to dis
cuss the serious problem of child sup
port enforcement in this country and 
to note the absence of meaningful child 
support enforcement provisions in the 
Personal Responsibility Act. 

Mr. Speaker, every child has two par
ents. Raising a child is the obligation 
of both these parents. Unfortunately, 
in my own State of Missouri many par
ents are not meeting their financial ob
ligations. According to Missouri's Divi
sion of Child Support Enforcement, 
$963 million is owed by noncustodial 
parents to over 500,000 children. 

Because of these shocking figures, 
last year our State enacted reform leg-
islation that stiffened compliance pro
cedures for child support payments. I 
was proud to be a part the effort in 
Missouri to see these much-needed re
forms enacted. It is my hope that many 
of these programs, such as the Parents 
Fair Share Program and the Savings 
Connection Program can be duplicated 
at the Federal level. 
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What is important to remember is 

that the failure of parents to make 
child support payments places children 
at risk. When child support payments 
are irregular or missed, the incidence 
of child poverty increases signifi
cantly. According to the Association 
for Children for Enforcement of Sup
port, 50 percent of all white children 
growing up in a single parent house
hold who do not receive support live at 
or below the poverty line, and 70 per
cent of all African-American children 
growing up in a single parent family 
live at or below poverty level. 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, we at 
the Federal level have to take stronger 
action to ensure that parents meet 
their financial obligations to their 
children. While I am encouraged that 
the Family Reinforcement Act adds 
some provisions to strengthen child 
support orders, I do believe that 
stronger provisions need to be added 
during consideration of the bill. In 
fact, I believe attention should be 
given to the provisions in the bill in
troduced by the g·entlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], which I 
am cosponsoring, which would deny 
Federal benefits to individuals owing 
child support and withhold business 
and drivers licenses from individuals 
owing child support. In addition, I will 
offer consideration of the State reform 
provisions enacted in Missouri and 
other States. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan 
issue. I believe there is broad agree
ment that more needs to be done to en
sure that child support payments are 
made. While we cannot force parents to 
spend time with their children, we cer
tainly can place strict enforcement re
quirements on those mothers and fa
thers who abandon their children and 
fail to meet their financial obligations. 

Mr. Speaker, I intend to work hard 
with the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. WOOLSEY] and others to achieve 
bipartisan support to enact strong 
child support enforcement legislation 
this session. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York 
[Mrs. MALONEY]. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. Woolsey] for organizing this 
special order and for her hard work on 
the welfare reform task force of the 
Democratic Party and the Child En
forcement Act along with the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN
NELLY]. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone knows that 
raising a child is the responsibility of 
both parents, so it is a national dis
grace that we collect only 18 percent of 
all child support cases. Everyone 
knows that establishing paternity will 
increase accountability. So it is unac
ceptable that we identify only 18 per
cent of the AFDC children without a 
legal father. Everyone knows that in
creasing child support collection is 
very doable, so it is simply wrong that 
we collect only $14 billion out of a po
tential $48 billion every year. That is a 
$34 billion gap that could be collected 
and be part of the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, enforcing comprehen
sive child support should be high prior
ity of Congress. We can and should ex
pand the penal ties for child support de
linquency. We can and should simplify 
the procedures for establishing pater
nity. We can and should set up a na
tional registry of child support orders. 
We can and should institute more per
formance-based incentives. 

However, Mr. Speaker, I have looked, 
and I cannot find these provisions in 
the Contract With America. 

Mr. Speaker, any welfare reform 
should also have reforms for child sup
port enforcement. Improving the cur
rent child support systems is not only 
cost effective, but it will also enable 
many families to avoid welfare. Pen
alties such as denying professional, 
recreational, and drivers licenses to a 
delinquent deadbeat parent will cut 
down on teenage pregnancies and help 
increase enforcement. Penalties such 
as enforcing liens on real property and 
reporting delinquency to credit bu
reaus will send a strong message about 
responsibility. When these penalties 
are adequately enforced, a deadbeat 
parent will think twice about avoiding 
payments. 

Those who are hurt most by deadbeat 
dads are our children. They are our 
most vulnerable citizens. They cannot 
vote, cannot speak for themselves, can
not spend millions of dollars lobbying 
Congress, yet one in every five children 
is poor. Even worse, one out of every 
two children in female-headed house
holds are poor. These children need 
child support payments to literally put 
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food into their mouths, yet time after 
time these same children receive little 
or no support from their deadbeat par
ent. This financial abandonment cre
ates untold hardships for our children 
and for the American public. 

Child poverty has been linked to 
higher education and medical costs and 
to increased crime rates. According to 
the Children's Defense Fund, child pov
erty costs this Nation between $36 bil
lion and $177 billion in reduced future 
worker productivity and employment. 
The deadbeat parent who has not paid 
their child support has not only ne
glected their legal responsibility to 
their child, but has also neglected their 
responsibility to their country. 

We all know that the present child 
support system is in shambles. For 
many single parent families child sup
port payments are irregular, late, 
missed, and often not paid at all. Those 
who do receive payments find them 
wholly inadequate. The average child 
support payment for a poor woman is 
only $5 per day. That is not even 
enough for a family meal at McDon
ald's. No wonder so many children are 
living in poverty. 

Every day single parents struggle to 
provide needed food, clothing, shelter, 
and health care. Why should children 
be punished for the sins of their dead
beat parent? Why should the American 
public foot the bill for the irresponsible 
parent? 

Already 17.6 million children live in 
single-parent homes. As more and more 
children live in single-parent homes, 
the need for stronger child support en~ 
forcement will only get worse. 

Child support programs more than 
pay for themselves. For every $1 spent, 
$4 more are collected. 

Child support instills responsibility. 
Child support prevents welfare. Child 
support raises children from poverty. 
Mr. Speaker, what are we waiting for? 
Let us address this issue now. Our 
country and our children deserve noth
ing less, and again I ask you to include 
this in the welfare reform package. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SCOTT]. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
WOOLSEY] for her hard work and leader
ship on welfare reform and child sup
port enforcement in particular. 

Mr. Speaker, we all recognize that a 
child deserves the emotional support of 
both parents. Today, with close to 6 
million children living in poverty, it is 
clear that children are in desperate 
need of financial support from both 
parents. The discussion on children in 
single-parent . families has been pri
marily focused on welfare reform, spe
cifically Aid to Families with Depend
ent Children. However, the issue of 
child support enforcement has curi
ously been absent in most of the dis
cussion on family preservation and 
family support. 

It has been reported that there is 
over $34 billion in uncollected child 
support payments. In fact, child sup
port orders are established in only 
about half of children-for half of chil
dren who should receive them. And 
even for those who have support orders, 
only half receive the full payment. Ac
cording to the Children's Defense Fund, 

The vast majority of children served by 
state child support enforcement agencies not 
only do not have full collections made on 
their behalf, but fail to have any collection 
made at all. 

An estimated $7.4 billion of uncol
lected child support should go to poor 
children. In many, many cases, it is the 
lack of child support that forces fami
lies to go on to welfare to begin with. 

Consider this, Mr. Speaker: With a 
child support payment and even a min
imum wage job coupled with earned in
come tax credit and food stamps, that 
together could put a family on to the 
path of self-sufficiency. If we address 
the support services such as child care, 
health care, and transportation 
through welfare reform, the family can 
be self-sufficient. This has all the com
ponents of a plan that accomplishes 
the goal of lifting families out of pov
erty: work and responsibility. 

In my State of Virginia, Mr. Speaker, 
we have implemented a strategy to ag
gressively go after noncustodial par
ents who choose to ignore their finan
cial responsibility to their children. We 
have created a system to increase pa
ternity establishment including pro
viding in-hospital paternity acknowl
edgment, and we have decided that es
tablishment of support orders will be a 
priority. Virginia is now considered a 
national model for this system of pa
ternity establishment, and we have col
lected over $230 million in child sup
port, including $40 million which was 
collected on behalf of children in AFDC 
families. 

Much of the uncollected support in
volved out-of-State parents, so the 
need for national cooperation is obvi
ous. 

For some families, the receipt of a 
steady support payment is enough to 
lift children out of poverty or prevent 
them from needing AFDC benefits. A 
new initiative called A Child Support 
Assurance System accomplishes this 
task. Child support assurance guaran
tees a fixed amount of child support for 
each child as long as a child support 
order is in place. 

Whatever the noncustodial parents 
pay goes toward that guarantee, so if 
the parent pays all of what is owed, 
there is only a little administrative ex
pense. If only part is paid, the cost of 
the guarantee is probably less than 
AFDC would have been anyway. 

Child support assurance removes the 
work disincentives that we so often 
hear about from welfare recipients. In 
a child support assurance system, the 
family receives the entire guarantee 

and does not have to worry about a re
duction in their take home pay if they 
work. For example with a $250 guaran
tee, if you stay at home you receive 
$250. But if you work part time, make 
$300 a month you still get the entire 
$250 plus your earnings. If you work 
full time, you still get the entire $250 
and get to keep your earnings. In fact, 
when you add in the earned income tax 
credit and the monthly child support 
assurance payment, work will always 
pay. Child support assurance dem
onstrations report that recipients are 
able to increase their work hours by 25 
percent and increase their earnings by 
25 percent. Without the child support 
assurance, many families will probably 
turn to welfare as a means of support. 

Clearly, programs designed to lift 
children out of poverty must acknowl
edge that both parents have an obliga
tion to support their children. Child 
support systems formalize this ar
rangement--when we aggressively pur
sue the noncustodial parent. A system 
of child support assurance not only rec
ognizes the importance of this arrange
ment, but makes it easier for families 
to find their own way on the path to 
self-sufficiency. 

As we consider welfare reform, Mr. 
Speaker, in conclusion, we must con
sider child support enforcement and in
novations such as child support assur
ance. We can lift more families out of 
poverty and fulfill our goal of encour
aging work and responsibility. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. NEAL], with whom I cochair the 
Democratic welfare task force. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, today is day 
29 of the Contract With America. We 
have passed the -quarter mark for the 
first 100 days. Until day 27, we heard 
nothing about child support being in
cluded in the contract. 

Why was child support not included 
in the contract? How could such an im
portant issue be ignored? I have care
fully reviewed the Personal Respon
sibility Act and it includes no child 
support provisions. 

On day 27, we heard that the Repub
licans will include child support en
forcement provisions in the Personal 
Responsibility Act. We had to wait 
until day 27. Where were the child sup
port provisions? 

It is day 29 of the Contract With 
America. It is time for us to start talk
ing about the aetails of child support 
enforcement. This will send the Amer
ican people the message that we are se
rious about welfare reform. A tough 
child support system requires both par
ents to live up to their responsibilities. 

How could we have welfare reform 
without child support enforcement pro
vision? Child support is welfare preven
tion. For every $1 spent on administra
tive expenses, $4 is collected in child 
support. Paying child support is also 
the ultimate measure of personal re
sponsibility. 
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The potential for child support col

lection is estimated at $48 billion per 
year. Only $14 billion is actually paid. 
This leaves an estimated collection gap 
of about $34 billion. This gap needs to 
be closed. Yet it was not until day 27 
that the Republicans decided to ad
dress the issue of closing this $34 bil
lion gap. 

One in four children now lives in sin
gle parent homes. Without better child 
support enforcement, too many of 
these children will not have the sup
port they need and deserve. In 1992, 17.6 
million children lived in single parent 
homes. We need to improve these sta
tistics now. 

My home State of Massachusetts has 
been very successful with child support 
enforcement and would serve as a role 
model for the rest of the country. Mas
sachusetts has increased its child sup
port collection rate from 51 to 67 per
cent over a 3-year period. But Massa
chusetts is only one State, we must 
make an improvement on the Federal 
level. 

Child support is one area in which 
State flexibility is not needed. States 
should be uniform on this issue. We 
should be able to collect child support 
awards across State lines. 

Successful child support enforcement 
includes streamlining the paternity-es
tablishment process. We should give 
States performance-based incentives 
for improving paternity-establishment 
rates. 

Out-of-wedlock births have increased 
at an outrageous rate. In 1991, approxi
mately 30 percent of all children born 
were born to unwed mothers. These 
children need to be given a fighting 
chance. Remember, there is no such 
thing as an illegitimate baby. 

We need to collect awards that we 
owed. We need States to establish a 
central registry and centralized collec
tion and disbursement capability. 

We need to establish a national com
·mission to study State guidelines and 
the desirability of uniform national 
guidelines. 

We need to ensure fair award levels. 
Awards are generally set too low. If 
awards were modified to current guide
lines, an additional $7.3 billion-22 per
cent of the gap-could be saved. 

It is day 29 of the contract. Child sup
port is finally starting to receive the 
recognition it deserves. Let's not stop 
now. We have to work together to close 
this $34 billion gap. Paying your child 
support is the ultimate measure of per
sonal responsibility. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I will just 
take 2 minutes to associate myself 
with the remarks that have been made 
before. 

We are all in favor of welfare reform. 
We are all in favor of reforming any as
pect of Government that certainly will 

save money and improve efficiency. 
There is no program in Government 
anywhere that could not benefit from 
reform, including the CIA and the air
craft procurement program that is 
going to purchase the F-22, spending 
billions of dollars. There are numerous 
programs that ought to be reformed, 
and welfare is certainly no exception. 

The problem is, we do not want to 
have reform be merely a persecution of 
poor children and poor women. The 
fact that the majority party has cho
sen to trivialize child support enforce
ment and not deal with it up to now is 
shocking. I hope it will no longer be a 
partisan issue, that they will really get 
on board, and child support enforce
ment will become a major part of this 
reform process. 

Let us have welfare reform, but let us 
do it thoroughly. Let us deal with the 
provision of jobs and job training for 
welfare mothers. Let us deal with the 
child support enforcement. Billions of 
dollars are at stake here. We have 
heard the citing of the kind of money 
that can be recovered, and there are 
simple steps that can be taken. The 
question is why have we waited so 
long. Why have all these decades gone 
by, and we have not gone out to collect 
the kind of money that should be col
lected from absent parents. 

Let us get on board now and have 
thorough and complete welfare reform. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, when parents evade 
their responsibilities, children suffer
and the taxpayers often get left with 
the bill. 

To protect both children and tax
payers from the consequences of paren
tal irresponsibility, we need to improve 
our child support enforcement system. 
We need to send a clear and unmistak
able message: Both parents must pro
vide for their children. 

So today, I rise in strong support of 
bipartisan legislation introduced today 
by the Congressional Women's Cau
cus--legislation that will improve al
most every aspect of our current child 
support enforcement system. 

The Child Support Responsibility Act 
would extend much-needed help to cus
todial parents who, despite time-con
suming, often expensive efforts, are 
still not able to enforce their child sup
port orders across State lines. 

Interstate cases account for about 
one-third of all child support awards. 
Because of differences in State law re
garding enforcement, jurisdiction, and 
service of process, such cases are often 
among the most difficult. In fact, the 
General Accounting Office has re
ported, that 34 percent of mothers in 
interstate cases reported that they had 
ne·: er received a support payment in 
1989. The figure for mothers in intra
state cases is just 19 percent. 

Beyond that, the Office of Child Sup
port Enforcement reports that inter
state cases represent nearly one-third 
of IV-D child support cases with collec
tions, but yield only 8 percent of col
lected support. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. We 
can act on the recommendations of the 
U.S. Commission on Child Support En
forcement, take a comprehensive ap
proach to solving these pro bl ems, and 
pass the Child Support Responsibility 
Act. 

This bill would establish a central 
registry in each State of all child sup
port orders issued in the State. It 
would make uniform the law governing 
the interaction among States in child 
support matters. It would set. up a na
tional registry of child support orders 
to assist States in locating absent par
ents and enforcing orders. And it would 
expand the penalties for delinquency. 

Mr. Speaker, I know there are some 
who would rather not talk about this 
matter. They say you don't under
stand, I have reasons for not paying. 
But I would say to my colleagues, con
sider the plight undergone by the cus
todial parent and by the children when 
these child support payments are not 
made-and when there seems to be no
where to turn. 

Let me close with one last point. 
All of us have heard the calls through 

the Halls of Congress for young moth
ers to be more responsible in regard to 
welfare reform. I completely agree. 
Shouldn't we also demand, equally 
loudly and clearly, that fathers be re
sponsible. 

Separation happens. Divorce hap
pens. It's a fact of life. But the respon
sibility assumed by having a child con
tinues. It is not temporary; it is perma
nent; it should not be easy to evade; 
and the children should not be left to 
bear the consequences. 

There is a $34 billion child support 
enforcement gap. If we don't work 
harder to collect that money, millions 
of children will go without the support 
they deserve. In many cases, the tax
payers will have to pick up the bill for 
an absentee parent. 

Let's put that responsibility back 
where it belongs. Let's ensure that par
ents-both custodial and noncusto
dial-live up to their responsibilities. 
And let's make sure our children get 
the support they need and deserve. 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

to the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE]. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
somewhere in a school in Houston sits 
a child by the name of Mary. A teacher 
writes on the blackboard the word h-o
p-e. Ask Mary what does that word 
mean. Mary looks and looks again and 
the teacher points to the word h-o-p-e. 

And Mary says to the teacher, " noth
ing, ma'am, nothing for me." 
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I say, Mr. Speaker, we should give 

young Mary hope, hope of survival, 
hope of being able to survive with a 
single parent, hope of being able to 
make it and to be successful. I think, 
Mr. Speaker, we can begin to give Mary 
hope by reforming our welfare system 
as one of the biggest challenges before 
Congress today. But I really think that 
we can reform the welfare system by 
doing comprehensive reform. And that 
includes child support enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, reforming our welfare 
system is one of the biggest challenges 
before the Congress today. I am here 
this evening to emphasize the point 
that real welfare reform is comprehen
sive reform-and this includes child 
support enforcement. 

Unpaid child support hurts families 
across the Nation every day. Today, 63 
percent of absent parents contribute no 
child support. Shockingly, it is esti
mated that the potential for child sup
port collections is approximately $48 
billion a year. However, only $14 billion 
is actually paid, leaving a collection 
gap of $34 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many obvious 
steps that this Congress can take to 
bring in some of this uncollected child 
support. First, we can begin by provid
ing adequate funding for the National 
Child Support Enforcement Collection 
Agency so that they can enhance co
ordination for collections across State 
lines and improve Federal tracking of 
delinquent orders. 

In addition, a comprehensive child 
support s.trategy is necessary to help 
custodial parents escape welfare and 
stay in the work force. A comprehen
sive child support strategy needs 
stronger requirements for paternity es
tablishment. We need tough new pen
alties for those who refuse to pay, such 
as: wage withholding, suspension of 
drivers' and professional licenses, and 
property seizures. 

Congress should also require all 
States to adopt the Uniform Interstate 
Family Support Act. My State of Texas 
was the second State to adopt UIFSA. 
The crux of UIFSA is "one order-one 
State" and it gives States the ab.ility 
to serve wage withholding orders di
rectly on an employer in another 
State. 

States currently receive 66 percent 
Federal financial participation match
ing funds plus incentives for AFDC and 
some non-AFDC collections. This fund
ing scheme hurts States like Texas be
cause we have a low AFDC grant. We 
would like to see a higher Federal par
ticipation and more incentives in the 
form of increased funding for meeting 
certain performance goals. Bottom 
line-the program is currently under
funded both at the State and Federal 
level and cannot keep up with the 
growing caseload. Texas currently uses 
the States share of AFDC that we re
cover from absent parents as the State 
portion of the Federal funding scheme. 

Since the average welfare grant in 
Texas is $174 and in California it is 
$400, Texas recovers less and has less to 
use to pull down Federal dollars and 
therefore is less able to help families 
move off of welfare. 

Mr. Speaker, child support is one of 
the real engines of welfare reform, as it 
requires parents to take financial re
sponsibility for their children. As this 
Congress tackles the problem of wel
fare reform and works to move our 
families toward self-sufficiency and 
independence, let us be certain to in
clude child support as an important 
component of this endeavor. 

As this Congress tackles the problem 
of welfare reform and works to move . 
families toward self-sufficiency and 
independence, let us again give little 
Mary hope. Let us be certain to include 
the child as an important component of 
this endeavor. Let us remember that 
child enforcement must be part of wel
fare reform. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MEEHAN]. 

Mr. MEEHAl'.·~'. Mr. Speaker, I con
gratulate my colleague, the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY], 
for this opportunity to speak on such 
an important issue and compliment her 
in putting this together. 

I want to refer to the experience that 
I had before I was elected to the Con
gress 2 years ago. I was the first assist
ant district attorney in Middlesex 
County, which is the largest county in 
Massachusetts. And in that position, I 
had an opportunity to look at the child 
support enforcement in Massachusetts 
and a person from the State revenue 
department came into my office and 
asked me to make that a priority with
in the district attorney's office. There 
had been a new statute that had been 
passed in Massachusetts for tougher, 
stricter enforcement, but a case had 
never been tried, a criminal case under 
that statute. 

And I looked at the case of a person 
from Lowell, MA, someone by the name 
of Edward Orlando, who had gotten a 
divorce from his wife. And he had 
moved out and he moved to New York 
City where he set up an apartment 
with his girlfriend. And they lived on 
52d street. And at the same time they 
lived in that very expensive section of 
New York City, he had a place in the 
Caribbean as well. The only problem is, 
Mr. Orlando left l1 children back in 
Massachusetts, 6 of whom were still 
living at home in Lowell. 

Audrey Orlando faced some very dif
ficult choices. She did not receive a 
single child support payment for over a 
year. By the time several years had 
gone by, Edward Orlando owed his wife 
$47,000 in back child support. The bank 
was foreclosing on the mortgage of 
that home on Billings Street in Lowell. 
Audrey Orlando was unable to collect 
the money, facing foreclosure because 

of a system that was broken down and 
could not work. 
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People who are not paying child sup

port are able to go to other States and 
use the statutes against each other, pit 
one State against another, so the child 
enforcement officials are unable to col
lect that money. 

I took that case in the DA's office 
and told Mrs. Orlando I would make it 
a priority. I was able to use the long
arm statute to reach out and find this 
defendant in New York. We brought 
him back to Massachusetts, but not be
fore he was detained at Rikers Island 
for about a month as we set up to bring 
him back to Massachusetts. 

This defendant was stunned that any 
prosecutor from anywhere would bring 
him back or hold him and detain him 
at Rikers Island, like a common crimi
nal, $47,000 in back support. We brought 
him back to Massachusetts, where he 
stood trial. 

I decided to make this case a prior
ity. I personally prosecuted the case. 
The evidence was overwhelming. Al
though on paper Mr. Orlando, did not 
have any money, we found that his life
style was such that the evidence was 
overwhelming that he in fact was not 
meeting his legal and moral obligation. 

After we finished the conclusion of 
the evidence and the conclusion of the 
final arguments, Mr. Orlando got up 
and pleaded guilty. He was sent to jail 
for 3 months, 3 months sentence, and 
was ordered to pay the child support. 

Guess what happened after the 3 
months? Mr. Orlando skipped out and 
still has not paid the child support. I 
still have in my office the case of Mrs. 
Orlando, trying to avoid being fore
closed on her home. 

She is like thousands of other women 
across America who are stereotyped in 
some ways about being a welfare moth
er, because for a period of time she had 
to go on welfare. She works two jobs, 7 
days a week, to try to keep those fore
closing on her home from kicking her 
and her family out of her home. 

This case illustrates the problem 
that we have. We need a Federal sys
tem. If a person is convicted of a speed
ing ticket in one community or one 
State and goes to another State, we 
have a computer system to catch that 
person. It is unconscionable that we do 
not have a way to force people to pay 
child support. 

There is a legal and moral respon
sibility here. Child support is not the 
residue of a bad marriage, it is an obli
gation that is legal and moral. 

I might add, Mr. Speaker, in closing, 
90 percent, by the way, of the money, 
of the $38 billion that is owed in this 
country in child support, are men who 
owe women. I can't help but believe 
that a court system all across America 
dominated by male judges and male 
personnel, and a Congress, frankly, 
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that is dominated by males, I can't 
help but think if 90 percent of the 
money owed were women who owed 
men, the system would have found a 
way to find a way to collect this 
money. 

I thank the gentlewoman for yield
ing, and I hope that together this year 
we can finally set up a Federal system 
to make people meet their moral and 
legal obligation. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina [JIM 
CLYBURN]. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise this evening to 
address the important issue of child 
support enforcement. There can be no 
denying that there is a problem. It is 
estimated that each year over $34 bil
lion of child support goes uncollected. 
My own State of South Carolina has a 
collection rate of just 24 percent of 
court-ordered child support payments. 
But there is more to the problem than 
an inability to collect payments. 

For the many children whose pater
nity has not been established there can 
be no child support order. And in the 
relatively few cases where there is a 
court order, child support payments 
are rarely adjusted for inflation, and 
the amount averages less than $3,000 a 
year. 

Each year only $14 billion of the esti
mated $48 billion owed in child support 
is collected. The $34 billion left uncol
lected is the difference between finan
cial independence and living in poverty 
or on welfare for many single parent 
families. 

In 1990, women headed 86 percent of 
the single parent families in this coun
try, and single parent families headed 
by women are seven times as likely to 
live in poverty. Of the single parent 
families headed by women in 1990, al
most 36 percent received some sort of 
governmental assistance. 

The statistics make it clear. Ensur
ing the full collection of reasonable 
child support payments is one of the 
most effective means to prevent many 
of our Nation's children from living in 
poverty. Child support payments could 
enable many single parent families to 
leave welfare or prevent them from en
tering the system in the first place. 

Yet, there is absolutely no mention 
of child support enforcement in the 
welfare reform bill included by the Re
publicans in their so called Contract 
With America. The Republicans claim 
that their bill will end dependency on 
welfare, eliminate out of wedlock 
births, and eradicate teenage preg
nancy. They boast their bill will do all 
this, yet it leaves untapped the $34 bil
lion of uncollected child support each 
year. 

According to the Republican bill H.R. 
4, children born to unwed mothers 
under the age of 18, or 21 if the State so 
desires, will be permanently ineligible 

for welfare benefits. According to H.R. 
4, benefits will also be denied to chil
dren whose paternity has not been es
tablished or who were conceived by or 
born to mothers while they were re
ceiving welfare. 

Yet, while the Republican bill in
cludes numerous provisions to exclude 
certain mothers and their children 
from receiving benefits, there are no 
provisions to crack down on deadbeat 
dads. The Republicans choose to focus 
on the failings of teenage mothers try
ing to raise their children on their own 
while making no attempt to punish fa
thers for abandoning their children. 
Mr. Speaker, it takes two. 

What kind of family values would our 
Government promote if it were to deny 
aid to children born to unwed teenage 
mothers while allowing a father to 
shirk his obligations as proposed by 
the Republicans? What kind of mixed 
message would we send to our teen
agers that a teenage mother will be 
forced to live in poverty without any 
assistance as she struggles to raise her 
child while the father bears none of the 
burden? 

It is high time that we reformed 
child support enforcement in this coun
try. Fathers must be identified, reason
able child support orders must be es
tablished, and child support payments 
must be collected. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Tennessee, Mr. HAROLD 
FORD, who is the ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Human Re
sources of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise and 
thank the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. WOOLSEY] for requesting these 
special orders tonight on child support 
enforcement, and commend her for her 
leadership here in the Congress, and 
also for co chairing the task force on 
Welfare Reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I was disturbed to read 
the other day what the Associated 
Press article is showing from the Na
tional Center for Children in Poverty. 
Six million children under the age of 6 
were found to live in poverty in 1992. 

I certainly would like to say to my 
colleagues, those of us who serve on 
the Subcommittee on Human Re
sources of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the Personal Responsibility Act 
that excluded child support enforce
ment, we applaud and commend the 
chairman, CLAY SHAW, for now saying 
that he will include child support en
forcement. But women in this Con
gress, both Democrats and Republicans 
alike, are making sure that we respond 
to this component of the welfare re
form package. 

Emphasis should be placed on reduc
ing poverty by keeping families to
gether, enforcing child support obliga
tions, as well as promoting self-suffi
ciency, assisting with day care and 
transportation, and providing edu-

cation, training, and work incentives 
that are needed. 

Ignoring child support enforcement 
sends the wrong message in America. It 
says that a noncustodial parent who is 
one-half responsible for the birth of a 
child does not have any responsibility 
for that child at all. That is wrong, and 
hopefully we in the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and my colleagues in 
this House, will make sure that we join 
with the Governors of this Nation and 
say that a strong child support enforce
ment component of the welfare reform 
package will in fact be a part of this 
bill that we will bring to the Congress, 
hopefully in the first 100 days. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER]. 

D 1950 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague Representative 
LYNN WOOLSEY for organizing this spe
cial order to bring attention to the ur
gency and severity of the crisis of the 
noncollection of child support. 

Mr. Speaker, before I came to this 
House I had considerable experience in 
this area. I am proud to have been the 
author during my 16 years in the New 
York State Assembly of 22 State laws 
that strengthened child support en
forcement methods and of being a 
prime sponsor of the Child Support 
Standards Act which established guide
lines for setting support awards. We en
acted laws providing for interception of 
State income tax refunds, of stock divi
dend payments, and interest payments 
owed to defaulting parents. We man
dated withholding child support auto
matically from the obligated payer's 
salary as soon as the support order was 
issued. We mandated child support de
faults being included in all credit re
ports. We authorized the State to use 
every conceivable method to collect 
support owed on behalf of the custodial 
parents. 

Still we failed. We increased collec
tion rates substantially, but they were 
still woefully inadequate. Why? 

Mostly for two reasons. First, estab
lishing paternity was still very dif
ficult. Second, because when obligated 
parents went to another State, as 30 
percent do nationally, all our collec
tion methods went out the window, and 
we had to resort to the very weak 
interstate enforcement system. 

Clearly we need a national enforce
ment system that will strengthen the 
paternity establishment system and 
will put in place a uniform national 
child support collection system. 

The Internal Revenue Service should 
be given the job of collecting child sup
port and should be mandated to use all 
the force and powers it uses to collect 
taxes to collect child support. 

Let the Federal Government set uni
form minimum child support stand
ards. Let the Federal Government pay 
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every custodial parent a basic child 
support benefit and then reimburse it
self by collecting the money owed from 
the obligated parents. In this way we 
would put the obligation on the Gov
ernment, not on the custodial parent, 
to chase after the noncustodial parent 
to collect the funds to reimburse itself. 
And the child, the children, would have 
assured support. 

One thing should be made clear. This 
is not primarily a problem of the poor. 
Al though mothers and children are 
often rendered poor by noncollection of 
support due , we are more often than 
not talking about middle class or even 
wealthy families. 

Make no mistake. Without seriously 
addressing the collection of child sup
port , there can be no real welfare re
form. 

That is why it is so shocking that the 
so-called Personal Responsibility Act 
barely deals with child support and 
seeks instead to punish poor mothers. 
Welfare reform must begin with child 
support enforcement measures. That 
would save the taxpayers money, make 
the lives of children and custodial par
ents much easier and teach the lesson 
that fathers too have responsibilities. 
Then we can reform the welfare system 
to deal with the much smaller problem 
that would then remain. 

Mr. Speaker, I call on this Congress 
to take on the challenge of making 
child support orders real and enforced 
and so to improve the lives of millions 
of our children. 

Again, I thank Congresswoman 
WOOLSEY for organizing this special 
order. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Puerto Rico 
[Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO]. 

Mr. ROMERO- BARCELO. Mr. Speak
er, today I join our colleagues in de
fense of our children. 

For obvious reasons, children are in a 
defenseless position; they have little if 
any means by which to improve their 
standard of living. Since they do not 
vote, they have no political leverage. 
Therefore, government has a respon
sibility to watch over the well-being of 
children. 

How can children have a bright fu
ture when they grow up in the dark
ness, lacking fulfillment of the basic 
needs so important in human develop
ment? How do we expect to have a bet
ter future for our Nation if we ignore 
the needs of our children today? Child 
support and its enforcement should be 
a top priority of welfare reform. 

Almost everyone today would agree 
that the welfare system must be re
vamped and that meaningful reform is 
in order. Differences in opinion, how
ever, arise on the methods and fine 
print necessary to achieve real changes 
that will help those in need to break 
the cycle of poverty or those who need 
a second change. 

According to the information pro
vided by the National Center for Chil-

dren in Poverty, more than a quarter · 
of American children under age 6 were 
living in poverty in 1992, though nearly 
three in five poor children had working 
parents. These figures represent a total 
of 25 percent of the population in that 
age group. 

As the Representative of 3.7 million 
U.S. citizens in Puerto Rico which has 
some of the highest poverty statistics 
in the country, I know the urgency of 
a comprehensive child support strat
egy. 

The Child Support Program records 
show that over $34 billion in accumu
lated unpaid support was due to over 16 
million children in the United States 
at the end of 1989. The collection rate 
was 19 percent of the total amount due 
in child support cases. Unfortunately, 
the system fails to ensure that children 
receive adequate support from both 
parents. For most children born out of 
wedlock, a child support order is never 
awarded. Also, of all the child support 
orders, the full amount of child support 
is collected in only about one out of 
every two cases. 

Single parent families struggle every 
day to provide needed food, clothing, 
shelter, and health care for their chil
dren. When child support payments are 
irregular, missed, or not paid at all , 
the incidence of child poverty dras
tically increases. 

Fifty percent of all white children 
growing up in single parent households 
who do not receive child support live at 
or below the poverty level; 

Sixty percent of all Hispanic children 
growing up in single parent households 
live at or below poverty levels; 

Seventy percent of all African-Amer
ican children growing up in single par
ent families live at or below the pov
erty level. Surely these figures dem
onstrate that decisive action is needed. 

There are many things we can do to 
improve and enhance the current child 
support system. For example, we can 
require uniform procedures for dealing 
with interstate cases, which are cur
rently the most difficult to pursue. We 
can improve tracking of delinquent 
parents through national reporting of 
child support orders and by establish
ing a Federal registry of child support 
orders. 

Moreover, we need tough new pen
al ties for those who ref'use to pay, such 
as authorizing withholding part of 
wages and allow suspension of profes
sional, occupational, and even drivers' 
licenses as a means of forcing the de
linquent parent to comply with support 
payment orders. 

If we do not take action on child sup
port now, we will be requiring young 
mothers to be responsible, while we 
give fathers an exemption. The Per
sonal Responsibility Act, R.R. 4, cuts 
young, single mothers from welfare, 
but it does nothing to improve child 
support enforcement. 

By ignoring child support enforce
ment we are sending the wrong mes-

sage. It says that the noncustodial par
ent who is 50 percent responsible for 
the child does not have any real re
sponsibility to support his child. If 
more noncustodial parents are made to 
pay child support, welfare will not be 
necessary for many families. 

Sensitivity has always been a char
acteristic of the American experience. 
In good times and bad, we have been a 
caring nation that values responsibil
ities to continue this tradition and 
make sure that children in America are 
protected. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, America is expe
riencing a serious problem: Too many working 
and able-bodied parents are not taking re
sponsibility for their children. The time has 
come to declare war on our current welfare 
system so that we can properly address the 
situation. 

In every war, battles must be fought and 
won. One of the biggest battles we must fight 
is improving and reforming this Nation's child 
support enforcement problem. 

The reasons for engaging in this battle are 
clear: 63 percent of the absent parents in this 
country do not pay child support. Approxi
mately $35 billion is lost each year in uncol
lected child support payments. And in my own 
State of Maryland, absent parents defaulted 
on more than $325 million in court-ordered 
child support in 1993. Most importantly, we all 
must remember-the children suffer when 
child support is not paid. 

As a nation and as a society we cannot af
ford a social safety net without expecting obli
gations and demanding responsibilities. For 
any type of welfare reform to be successful, 
individuals must accept the responsibility of 
working and providing for their families. In 
1990, absent parents paid only $14 billion in 
child support. But if child support reflecting 
current ability to pay were established and en
forced, single parents and their children would 
have received almost $48 billion. This trans
lates into more money for food, shelter, cloth
ing, and child care and a reduction in the Fed
eral burden. We must send a clear signal that 
both parents who bring children into this world 

. must take responsibility for supporting them. 
That is why we need a tough, smart child 

support program which requires both mothers 
and fathers to live up to their responsibilities. 
We must target those individuals who believe 
they don't have to take care of their kids be
cause their neighbors-hard-working, tax pay
ing, responsible citizens-will. The buck must 
start and stop with the parents. 

The children of this country need the billions 
in outstanding and uncollected child support. 
Payment of child support could save this 
country billions of dollars if we could move 
people off welfare and keep others from join
ing the rolls. The financial burden of support
ing the children must once and for all shift 
from the government to the parents. If we can 
do this, we will be well on our way to winning 
our first battle in the war on welfare. 

Any comprehensive welfare proposal must 
include child support enforcement. Yet, the 
Republican Contract With America does not. 
Are the Republicans saying to the nonpaying 
parents that they do not have to support their 
kids? If they are here to promote personal re
sponsibility and do the people's business, this 
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critical area should have been included in the 
Personal Responsibility Act. 

At the urging of Democrats, I am pleased 
Chairman SHAW has agreed to include this 
child support enforcement within the Personal 
Responsibility Act. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MARKEY]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 
the gentlewoman has expired. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my time 
by 3 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That re
quest cannot be extended in fairness to 
others that have had the 60-minute. 

Under the rules, a single Member 
cannot control more than an hour. 
However, if another Member would like 
to yield time, that would be appro
priate. 

COST EFFECTIVENESS IN 
WELFARE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR
KEY] is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Speaker 
very much, and I thank the Republican 
leadership who are at this point gra
ciously allowing me to speak out of 
order. 

Mr. Speaker, at this juncture, at the 
conclusion of the special order, we are 
invoking Mo Udall's old saying that ev
erything has been said but not every
body has said it. 

As we conclude this, I would just like 
to point out that one out of five chil
dren in the United States is poor. Poor. 
Fifteen million children live in single
parent homes, that is, where there is 
only one parent, and those children are 
five times as likely to be poor as chil
dren who live in families that have two 
parents. 

0 2000 
That is a staggeringly large number, 

millions and millions of children who 
are in this condition. 

Thirty-seven percent of the women 
who control these households get sup
port from the men who father the chil
dren, but over 60 percent of these 
women get no help from the fathers. 

Let me give some statistics. Nation
wide each year $34 billion goes uncol
lected in child support from fathers, $34 
billion. Contrast that with the total 
amount of money that every taxpayer 
in America is asked to contribute to 
help out these mothers. It is $23 billfon. 

So for all of the AFDC mothers and 
children in America, the total amount 
of money which is paid is $23 billion. 

The fathers owe $34 billion. Tax
payers have every right to be outraged. 
Why should they dip into their pockets 
to pay for what fathers across this 
country should be responsible for kick-

ing in every day? I don't think the av
erage taxpayer would mind paying if 
they felt mothers and fathers actually 
needed it. 

I hope we continue to discuss this 
subject in the future. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the subject of my special 
order this evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob
jection to the request of the gentle
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 

PROGRESS ON THE CONTRACT 
WITH AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE] is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I am looking 
forward to this special order that I 
have asked some of my colleagues to 
participate in, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES], the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGS
TON], and what we want to do this 
evening is review some of the things we 
have already done in this Congress, re
view some of the things that have hap
pened immediately preceding and some 
of the things that we expect to be 
doing. 

I want to point out first of all that 
today we took a very important step 
on the road to recovering the con
fidence of the American people that 
began with the election last November. 
That is because what we did today is 
we passed a bill that will examine un
funded mandates to the States, and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] is 
going to discuss that in detail a little 
bit later. But we have been following 
this road map that was laid out in the 
Contract With America for getting 
more done, more quickly than even we 
could have imagined, and best of all 
this is the work that the people of 
America want us to do. 

Let me give a fact on that, because a 
poll was released this past Monday by 
the Washington Post and ABC News 
which contains extremely good news 
for this House and good news for the 
American people. In only 3 months 
public confidence in Congress has actu
ally doubled. That is the largest in
crease of its kind since the 20-year his
tory of the poll that has been taken. 

The majority of Americans now say 
that Congress can deal with the big is
sues facing our· country, and we are 
dealing with the big issues just like we 
promised. Anyway, why has this hap-

pened? Why is there this risrng con
fidence in what the American people 
can expect from Congress, and why is 
this cynicism starting to drop away? 

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will yield. Just to repeat those num
bers again, Congress went from about a 
20-to-40-something-percen t approval 
rating because for the first time in re
cent memory Congress is following 
through on campaign promises. 

Mr. HOKE. Elected Members are ac
tually keeping the promises that they 
made to the people, and the impact 
that that has on confidence in our in
stitution is really immeasurable. But 
it is wonderful to see in this kind of 
polling result that actually people are 
able to express that yes, they have 
more confidence in the U.S. Congress' 
ability to solve . the problems, the 
major problems that are facing our 
country. 

Look at what we have done; and why 
is it we have done this? And in less 
than 30 days we have cut the fat out of 
Congress, we have reduced staff and 
committees and we have passed re
forms that will make it the most open 
and fair public legislative assembly in 
the entire world. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, if I might add to 
that, what we did was we campaigned 
on the word "trust." We said to the 
voters, for many years you have not 
been able to put your trust in the Con
gress. We are giving you a written 
agenda, a contract, and we intend to 
stand by this contract. 

To the gentleman from Ohio I would 
say I am pleased that when I go back 
to my State of North Carolina I am 
stopped in the grocery stores, I am 
stopped on the street, people that I 
really do not even remember their 
names because it has been so long since 
I have seen them telling me, "Keep on 
working, keep the focus. We are proud 
of what you are doing in Washington, 
DC. You are rebuilding the trust level 
that has been lost for so many years.'' 

Mr. HOKE. I think one of the most 
remarkable things about this Contract 
With America is that it has created a 
road map for us that even we did not 
realize it was gofng to be so important 
to us in terms of keeping us focused on 
exactly what the American people 
wanted, what they expected and what 
we promised to deliver to them. And 
that is exactly how it has worked for 
us. 

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will yield, I got a letter recently, and I 
assume I was one of 435 Members of 
Congress who got such a letter. It was 
not a constituent, it came from Ohio, 
or some other exotic spot that we had 
to study about in seventh grade geog
raphy, but it had the letters 
DWUSUWGTD. It says to a Member of 
Congress: I want you to put it on your 
desk and look at it every day. On the 
back of the letter it stands for: Do 
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what you said you were going to do. 
And my staff sees the sign every day, 
and I think that is in somewhat of a 
nutshell what the Contract With Amer
ica is about. That is why it was in writ
ing, that is why we signed it, and that 
is why we keep referring back to it. 

Mr. HOKE. Let us tick off exactly 
what we have done so far. Cut the fat 
out of Congress, reduced committee 
staff by a third, cut the budget of Con
gress. We have made Congress subject 
to the same laws that everybody else in 
this country is subject to, and we 
passed last Thursday, I am extremely 
proud to say, a balanced budget amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States. And today, thanks to the very 
able stewardship of Congressmen 
CLINGER, DA VIS, and PORTMAN we 
passed the unfunded mandates bill end
ing the Government practice of spend
ing States' money to finance our own 
mandates to them. 

Mr. PORTMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield, we had an exciting day today. It 
was truly a landmark piece of legisla
tion. It was a historic day for the 
House, the first time we have ever, 
ever, as a Congress done anything to 
stop these unfunded Federal mandates. 

And it was bipartisan. The gentleman 
mentioned a few of the major sponsors 
of the bill. Another one is GARY CONDIT 
of California, a Democrat. 

Mr. HOKE. Who gave an extraor
dinary speech on this floor a couple of 
days ago to rousing bipartisan ap
plause. 

Mr. PORTMAN. We had a vote today 
of 306 to 74 on this legislation. We 
worked on it for 2 weeks on the floor of 
the House, over 30 hours of debate. 
That means we got about 130 Demo
crats to support the bill today. This is 
despite again a lot of disagreement on 
the other side. We had health debate 
and we worked hard on this bill. None 
of this stuff is easy to do. You have to 
roll up your sleeves and really work at 
it. 

But we got to the point of final pas
sage after accepting a lot of amend
ments and perfecting the bill where a 
large bipartisans group of the Members 
of this House decided yes, it is time to 
step up to the plate and start being ac
countable for what we do for the States 
and localities. 

Mr. HOKE. Maybe that is one of the 
reasons why in this same poll the ma
jority of the American people say that 
" Republicans are breaking down legis
lative gridlock. " As you can see, this 
clearly was a bipartisan effort. 

What was the vote count again? 
Mr. PORTMAN. The vote was 360 to 

74. And I have to be honest, the first 
few days one wonders whether we were 
getting back into gridlock because we 
committed to have an open rule on 
this. This meant any Member of Con
gress could come to the floor of this 
House and file an amendment, and we 
had 174 of them filed, and then have a 

debate on that amendment, with no 
time limi ta ti on because everyone can 
speak for 5 minutes, and that can be 
expanded. 

So it was a challenge and I have to 
tell you we spent 3 or 4 days on a very 
small part of the legislation that was 
even preliminary to the real meat of 
the bill, and I was concerned that we 
were getting into a mode that might be 
viewed as filibuster or too much dila
tory tactics. But finally, after staying 
to midnight one night we broke 
through that and got into serious dis
cussion of some of the outstanding is
sues. 

Again if you roll up your sleeves and 
work at it you come up with a bill that 
makes sense. This bill is in the Con
tract With America, but on the House 
floor we improved it. It is even a better 
bill than it was. 

Mr. HOKE. I thought the comity at 
the end of debate today and especially 
the kind words for the chairman by the 
gentlewoman from California, they 
were both well taken and they went an 
awfully long way toward building an 
even better spirit of working, although 
we were not working together in that 
case, but clearly working on something 
that was of importance to your con
stituents in a way that reflected well 
on this body as opposed to reflecting 
poorly. 

D 2010 
I think the American people want to 

see us get the job done. The gentle
woman you are talking about did not 
vote for the bill. She did not agree with 
the premise of the bill. But as you say, 
in the end, in a spirit of comity, she 
talked about how the chairman had 
been fair, how we had an open process 
on the floor. That is what the Amer
ican people want to see. They want to 
see an honest debate on the issues. If 
we have differences, they want to see 
us air those differences . But they want 
to get on with the business of manag
ing this country. 

Mr. HOKE. Could I ask you a ques
tion? I think there is a lot of misunder
standing about this bill. I think people 
think and there is a general under
standing in the public somehow we will 
no longer be able to legislate anything 
that would cost the States money. Is 
that what the bill does? 

Mr. PORTMAN. No. That is not what 
the bill does. The whole premise of the 
bill is if something is important 
enough for us to mandate at the Fed
eral level, to tell the States and local
ities you have got to do it our way, we 
ought to be able to step up to the plate 
and provide funding for it. This bill 
says there has to be, for the first time 
ever, first time ever, we have never had 
this in Congress before, a cost analysis 
of what the legislation is going to cost. 

How many times have you come up 
to the House floor and never had any 
idea what the cost is to State and local 

government of something you are 
going to vote on? Frankly, we have not 
had that information. That forces us to 
get that information. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I heard a statistic 
this morning I thought that was inter
esting. There are 39,000 municipalities 
in this great country of ours. Eighty 
percent of them are populations below 
10,000, and 48 percent have populations 
below 1,000. We sit up here in our in
side-the-beltway ivory tower mandat
ing all these ridiculous programs on 
them. They do not have the money to 
pay for them. They do not have the 
personnel. Inevitably they have to turn 
around and raise the taxes on all the 
constituents back home. 

Mr. PORTMAN. They have two 
choices at the local level, and it is 
pretty obvious, if you think about it. 
One is to raise taxes at the local level, 
and that tends to be property taxes. 
Talk about regressive taxes. And the 
second is to cut services, the very serv
ices our constituents are saying they 
want more of, fire, police protection, 
personal security. That is what they 
do. These are the communities the gen
tleman is talking about that are going 
to have to go with one or two fewer po
lice officers during a particular time
frame. That is not what we want to be 
doing to the people we represent and 
who are also represented by State and 
local officials who are having to live 
under these mandates increasingly. 

Mr. HOKE. So you are saying it is 
going to require a cost analysis? Does 
anything else happen then? 

Mr. PORTMAN. It requires a cost 
analysis so we will know what we are 
voting on. Then on the floor of the 
House, any Member of this House can 
stand up and raise what is called a 
point of order, which means it can stop 
the whole process if a new mandate is 
not funded. So you know what the cost 
is, and if some committee sends a bill 
to this floor that is not funded, in 
other words, it has a new requirement 
that is not funded, then any one of us 
or any other Member can stand up and 
say, " Point of order; this legislation 
needs to stop," and it stops right there, 
and you have a debate on the floor of 
the House about the unfunded mandate 
in that legislation. 

Let us take an example, the motor
voter bill, the first bill that I had the 
privilege to consider here in the Con
gress when I walked in my first day. I 
had to vote up or down on motor voter. 
I kind of looked at it. Everybody wants 
to have more voter registration. But I 
did not think it made sense, because 
Ohio, as the gentleman from Ohio 
knows, has a good voter registration 
program. It is run at the State level, as 
all programs were until we passed this 
national bill. I was told by some mem
bers of the Governor's office here in 
Washington this was going to cost the 
State of Ohio several million dollars a 
year. Nobody was sure, because there 
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was not a good cost estimate. There 
was no Federal money to pay for it. 

I voted against the bill on that basis. 
Now we are finding out many of these 
States, including California, are suing 
the Federal Government for precisely 
that reason. It is costing them a lot of 
money for voter registration. 

Mr. HOKE. What is Ohio estimating 
it is going to cost them just to run the 
Motor-Voter Act? 

Mr. PORTMAN. Twenty-nine million 
dollars is what the Governor is saying 
annually. 

Mr. KINGSTON. It is $3 million in 
Georgia. It is interesting the party in 
power in Georgia was even against it, 
the same party as the White House and 
those who were pushing it here, so it is 
really not a partisan issue. 

Mr. PORTMAN. It is not. That is an 
excellent point. Let me just for a mo
ment, we talked about, you know, it 
takes a lot of hard work to get to this 
point. You have got to have a biparti
san group here in Congress to support 
and get behind it. This is not a par
tisan issue outside of this room really, 
and outside the Beltway. 

One of the concerns I had with the 
debate on the House floor over the first 
few days is it appeared to be sadly a 
partisan debate. If you go out into the 
real world, if you talk to township 
trustees, you talk to county commis
sioners, mayors of these small towns 
the gentleman talks about, it is not a 
partisan issue; whether you are a Dem
ocrat, Republican, or independent, you 
are getting sick and tired of the Fed
eral Government having a one-size-fits
all Federal requirement coming down 
on you with no money to pay for it. 

Mr. HOKE. You know, I listened to 
the debate today. It sounded to me like 
some of the things coming from the 
other side that this bill, this unfunded
mandates bill, would repeal all of the 
legislation we passed, you know, since 
1789. Is that the case? 

Mr. PORTMAN. No. It is not. What 
this bill does is it looks prospectively. 
It looks to the future. 

Mr. HOKE. So it has nothing to do 
with anything we passed in the past? 

Mr. PORTMAN. No. It does not affect 
the Clean Air Act. It does not affect 
the Clean Water Act. Now, if those bills 
come up for reauthorization or there 
are new mandates attached to them, 
absolutely, it applies to that. The 
whole idea is we have got a critically, 
critically ill patient on our hands. 
There is a crisis out there. The first 
thing we do in an emergency room is 
stop the hemorrhaging, and that is 
what we are doing here, we are trying 
to stop the practice, to get Washington 
to get serious about this, and for the 
first time ever today we passed a bill t.o 
force Washington to do that. It was a 
historic day. It was part of our con
tract. It is us keeping our promise. It 
involved a lot of hard work. We have 
got to work with the Senate to come 

up with a compromise between the 
House and the Senate version, and we 
will be able to do that as we work with 
the Senate on this bill. 

Mr. HOKE. If I can interrupt and ask 
you a question, because I agree with 
the gentleman that it is absolutely a 
critically important first step. 

As you said, what you can raise with 
this is a point of order that stops all of 
the business on the floor with respect 
to a new mandate on the State, and de
bate then takes place as to whether or 
not that mandate should, well, as to 
how much it costs. We have to have a 
cost analysis of it, and then, at that 
point, does that mean that bill will no 
longer obtain or what happens? 

Mr. PORTMAN. No. It does not. What 
happens then, if Congress chooses, Con
gress may, by a majority vote, waive 
that point of order. But it forces us to 
face the issue. 

Mr. HOKE. Creates accountability? 
Mr. PORTMAN. Exactly. You know, 

it is again, an up-or-down vote on this 
House floor because of our rules has 
historically been very difficult. Motor 
voter, again, a good example, there was 
never a debate on this floor as to 
whether there was an unfunded man
date. There was never any cost infor
mation to have an informed debate, 
and then there was no up-or-down vote 
on whether to impose the unfunded 
mandate. 

What this bill does again for the first 
time is it says let us be accountable. If 
we are going to do this, let us step up 
to the plate and do it in the full view 
of the American people, the press, and 
so on. 

That is why the Governors, the other 
State and local officials, mayors, coun
ty commissioners, and so on, supported 
this bill and worked with us to draft a 
bill that makes sense for them, and 
why even today they were here con
gratulating us on passing this bill. It 
was the No. 1 item for the National 
Conference of Mayors, No. 1 item for 
the National Governors' Association, 
and so on. 

Mr. HOKE. Are there more Demo
crats or Republicans in the National 
Conference of Mayors? 

Mr. PORTMAN. It has typically been 
the case that there are more Demo
crats. It is not a partisan issue again. 
We happen to have more Republic Gov
ernors than Democrats right now, but I 
can tell you that some of the Democrat 
Governors have been leading advocates 
on this issue to get Congress to get its 
requirements under control, and it is 
part of a much bigger picture, I have 
got to say to the gentleman from Ohio, 
and that is the whole issue of federal
ism: What is the role of the Federal 
Government? 

We are finally getting to the point in 
this Congress where we are beginning 
to debate that issue in a serious way. It 
is going to come up with welfare re
form, it is going to come up with 

health care reform if we get into that 
again later in the year: What should 
the role be of the Federal Government? 
Should we be dictating everything here 
from Washington, or should we be giv
ing the States and localities more 
flexibility, more say in how they go 
about solving the problems of this 
great country? 

Mr. KINGSTON. We are at this point 
2 out of 10 on the contract? 

Mr. HOKE. Actually, no. We are 
about 3 out of 10. We have congres
sional accountability, we have knocked 
down unfunded mandates, and we 
passed the balanced budget amend
ment. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Does that bring us 
to crime on our discussion? 

Mr. HOKE. Yes. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Ohio for spending the 
time. If I could ask the gentleman from 
Ohio one more question, because the 
gentleman has had and has been instru
mental in pushing this unfunded-man
dates bill through. If this is the first 
critical step, do you have anything to 
share with us as to what the next step 
is in this process? 

Mr. PORTMAN. Well, I do. The next 
step in the process is there will be a 
year-long study of all existing man
dates which would include the Clean 
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and so 
on. There will be a report to the Con
gress a year from now, assuming this 
legislation is signed by the President 
and goes into law, and that report will 
go through all the existing mandates in 
a comprehensive way, and in a logical 
way, because you want to look at all 
the different pieces, and it will make 
recommendations that are very spe
cific as to what we as a Congress 
should do legislatively to change exist
ing statutes and existing mandates. 

This is one reason again these State 
and local officials supported this legis
lation so strongly, because it gives us 
the ability to figure out what makes 
sense to be mandated from Washington 
and what does not. 

Mr. HOKE. Find out how much it 
costs, not to eliminate it, not to repeal 
it, but to find out what it really costs, 
because certainly there are some pro
grams that cost much more than they 
are worth, but we will never know that 
if we do not have a bona fide critical 
analysis of it. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Absolutely. 
Mr. HOKE. I thank you very much 

for spending your time with us. 
It is a good way to segue into another 

area of extreme importance in the Con
tract With America that we are going 
to be getting to, and that has to do 
with crime and welfare as well. Maybe 
the gentieman from Georgia [Mr. 
KINGSTON] would like to talk a little 
bit about where we are going with this. 

0 2020 
Mr. KINGSTON. It is interesting you 

put crime and welfare right on top of 
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each other because there is no question 
they are very related. The situation 
that we are in as a society is, we are 
not free if we cannot walk down the 
streets of America without having to 
look over our shoulder, without having 
the security guards, without discussing 
whether or not you can carry a gun to 
protect yourself. We are not free as 
long as there is the criminal, slime ele
ment on our streets. 

The Clinton program basically was a 
Hug-a-Thug program. Their idea of get
ting tough on the criminal was having 
him foul out in midnight basketball. 
Our criminals need arraignment, not 
entertainment. They need to be in the 
big institution or pay restitution. I 
mean, that is just the bottom line. We 
need to have the truth in sentencing 
law that says "All right, if you are sen
tenced for 10 years you are not going to 
serve 3112 years, which is the 35 percent 
normal sentence; you are going to 
serve the full 10 years," or at least 9 
years or 8 years. But currently it is 
just the revolving door, we bring them 
in, they have basketball, they have li
braries, they have TV's. You cannot 
even make them work. Then we say: 
Why isn't it working? Why aren't our 
streets safe? We should say that we are 
going to put you in jail and you are 
going to stay there, and we will make 
you work while you are there. 

Mr. HOKE. May I ask the gentleman 
a question? Could the gentleman run 
down again a couple of those things 
once more, those that rhyme, particu
larly? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, you will have 
to buy the record. 

Mr. HOKE. No hugs for thugs? 
Mr. KINGSTON. No hugs for thugs. 

They need to be in an institution, 
which we call the big house back home, 
or pay restitution. I do not know what 
they call it on Ohio, but you need to 
have people in jail. They have broken 
the law. We have decided in society 
that certain people need to be insu
lated from others and they need to be 
in jail. They need to be in an institu
tion or they need to be out on the 
streets paying restitution, if they have 
stolen money they need to pay back to 
the victims. 

You know, we always forget the vic
tims. 

I had a constituent call me. The 
woman was at home bathing her 3-
year-old and some slime kicked down 
the door and raped her, and the son-of
a-gun was caught-fortunately not be
cause of that, but because of another 
crime, and incidentally he had raped 
three or four people-he was getting 
out of jail 5 years later. Now, how 
would you like to be that husband, that 
sister, that brother, knowing that 
creep was back out on the streets in 
your hometown? It is not right. That is 
what we have got to change. That is 
what the Contract with America tries 
to do. 

Mr. JONES. I would like to add to 
the gentleman from Georgia's response 
to the gentleman from Ohio's inquiry. 

During our campaign, the polling we 
did before we entered the race for Con
gress and during the race for Congress 
showed that crime and punishment was 
always among the top issues with the 
people. They believed that the Clinton 
crime package, if you will, that you 
made reference to, was too soft, that it 
did not do what needed to be done to 
protect the citizens. 

Quite frankly, I think that is why 
our Contract with America, when we 
get on this issue, you will see the re
sponse from the American people will 
be just as strong today as it was when 
they elected the Republican majority. 
Because they want to see, they want to 
be protected; they have felt for so long, 
as the gentleman said, they have a 
locked-in mentality while those who 
should be locked in are out on the 
streets. 

So I just wanted to add to the gentle
man's comments that this part of our 
contract is extremely important. That 
is why we have been given this oppor
tunity, because the majority of the 
past, which is now the minority party, 
did not do the job to protect the citi
zens of this country. 

Mr. HOKE. Well, does the gentleman 
think that it has to do with the pen
dulum swing? If the pendulum has 
swung so far over to favoring crimi
nals, favoring thugs, favoring those 
people that are abusing our society, 
that are abusing other people, and are 
simply antisocial that we have to move 
it back to the center? Is that not what 
is happening? 

Mr. JONES. If I may just touch on 
what happened. It just so happened 
that yesterday the Governor of North 
Carolina, Jim Hunt, a Democrat, had a 
luncheon for all the Members of the 
Congress here in Washington, DC. He 
had sent us a letter 2 days before about 
a person in North Carolina who spent 
13 years on death row. The individual 
had kidnapped three cheerleaders at a 
small college in North Carolina, three 
girls, put them in the trunk, took one 
out, raped her, and then killed her. He 
spent 13 years on death row through all 
these endless appeals. 

That is why people are sick and tired 
of it. The Governor of North Carolina 
in his letter to us and also at the 
luncheon yesterday said that we need 
to end these endless appeals. 

I think in our contract we are talk
ing about a 2-year limit. 

Mr. HOKE. Let me give both of the 
gentlemen some good news. I happen to 
have the honor of sitting on the Judici
ary Committee, where today we 
marked up and passed out and reported 
out the reform of habeas corpus, which 
is the Latin phrase referring to the 
endless rounds of appeals that can go 
to the State court, to the Federal 
court, back to the State court, to the 

Federal court. We have limited and 
compressed that timeframe dramati
cally now so that you will not be able 
to go into endless round of appeals. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, that is part of 
the process. The gentleman has alluded 
to it. That is the frustration that com
mon, decent Americans have with the 
penal system when people are not serv
ing their full sentence, who get endless 
appeals, they get to tie up courts. It 
really, in this country, has become a 
matter where they can tie them up for
ever and get away with whatever crime 
they committed. 

You know there is another aspect of 
our crime reform bill that I think is 
very important: 22 percent of the pris
oners in the Federal penitentiaries are 
illegal aliens, who are not American 
citizens, 22 percent. Again, they are 
getting all the amenities that you or I 
would only be able to get if we went to 
a good hotel room. Yet we cannot even 
deport them. 

This changes that. We want to deport 
them. I believe that any kind of fooling 
with the trade bill, foreign aid bill, im
migration; I would say "Look, you 
folks are welcome to our country le
gally any time you want." They come 
here illegally, then they are going 
home on a one-way ticket and "Don't 
send them back, we are going to bill 
you the costs back," through negotia
tion. 

I think it is time that we start tight
ening up; we cannot afford to pay the 
bill for 22 percent of the non-Ameri
cans--

Mr. HOKE. It also goes a step further 
with respect to legal aliens. That is 
people in this country legally, but who 
commit violent felonies, criminals, 
they get convicted and do time. That 
then becomes an issue upon which they 
can be deported upon having done their 
time in jail. And this is a change in the 
law-if they are sentenced regardless of 
whether or not they actually do the 
time, if they are sentenced for 5 years 
or more for a felony, they can be de
ported for that and they also lose the 
privilege of ever becoming an Amer
ican citizen. · 

These are important things because 
citizenship in this country is a privi
lege, and we should not be extending it 
to violent felons. 

Another thing I wanted to ask the 
gentleman about with respect to the 
crime bill and the changes we are going 
to make: I believe there are three 
things that are absolutely necessary. I 
call them the three C's. For the crimi
nal justice system to work as a deter
rent, you have to catch, convict, and 
confine. And you have to do all of that 
in a compressed period of time. When 
you do that, then somebody who is con
templating criminal activity knows 
that when they commit a crime they 
are going to be caught and when they 
are convicted they are actually going 
to do time. 
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They are going to have to go to the 

big house, as the gentleman said. When 
that all happens in a compressed time 
period, then you will find the justice 
system works as a deterrent to stop 
people from committing crimes, be
cause they know they are going to go 
to jail. We have done things in this 
contract that specifically go each area 
there. 

First of all, we increased the number 
of police on the streets as a result of it. 
This is in a block grant way directly to 
the comm uni ties. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And let the munici
palities under this bill spend the 
money as they see fit. They may not 
need policemen, but they may need po
lice cars. So this gives them that type 
of flexibility. 

Mr. HOKE. The gentleman is exactly 
right. 

Mr. KINGSTON. It is not the big 
brother telling them what to do. 

Mr. HOKE. Exactly right, the gen
tleman is absolutely right. 

Now, No. 2 is that with respect to 
conviction we have given the courts 
the ability to use evidence that may 
have previously been not allowed be
cause of the exclusionary rule. 

Mr. KINGSTON. So as I understand 
that, if you find the gun but for some 
reason the investigating officer did not 
have the warrant perfected, maybe 
some little technical wording problem, 
you cannot use the gun as evidence, 
which is ridiculous. This says if it is a 
good faith mistake you still can use 
this as evidence, the gun, hatchet, or 
whatever it is. 

Mr. HOKE. That is exactly right. It is 
the good faith exclusion. What it says 
is that we are going to discipline the 
police officer, teach that person how to 
do it right. But if it was done in good 
faith and it did not impair the crimi
nal's rights, then we are going to allow 
that evidence to be admitted. That is 
an important thing because that 
swings the pendulum back to punish 
criminals and to be on the side of vic
tims. 

D 2030 
Mr. JONES. May I ask the gentleman 

from Ohio a question? 
During your debate on this bill, dur

ing the campaign, I heard numerous 
times people say, "I'm so tired of read
ing in the paper where a person incar
cerated, serving time for a crime, is 
given the opportunity to file suit over 
some usually frivolous type issue, and 
we, the taxpayers, are paying for this." 

Mr. HOKE. You mean prisoners who 
are--

Mr. JONES. Absolutely, those that 
are incarcerated. 

Mr. HOKE. That is exactly right. 
Well, we dealt with that today in the 

Committee on the Judiciary, as a mat
ter of fact, specifically, and in fact 
there is an element of the bar that 
makes a full-time living in contacting 

prisoners and then using shotgun ap
proach lawsuits to file for all kinds of 
ridiculous and frivolous things like, for 
example, the food is not good enough, 
we want better food, we want different 
kinds of silverware, we want towels 
that are not so scratchy. I am not mak
ing these things up, and the reason 
they do this is because the bar, the at
torneys, can actually be reimbursed 
their fees, all of them, by the Federal 
Government when they bring these 
lawsuits, civil lawsuits, on behalf of 
prisoners. 

What we have done is we have said 
that you can bring the lawsuits. We are 
not impairing a prisoner's right to 
bring lawsuits. But you can only be 
paid if you win, and you can only be 
paid on the part that you do win on. 

Now it is a little bit technical; I un
derstand that, but typically what hap
pens is an attorney will file a lawsuit 
with 50, 60, 70 different complaints and 
hope that he or she is going to hit on 
one of them, and then they get paid for 
the entire lawsuit, all of the time that 
they supposedly put in. This changes 
that dramatically. 

Mr. KINGSTON. That is another as
pect. You mentioned it just briefly 
with your action in the Judiciary Com
mittee today. 

I am sick and tired, as I know my 
colleagues are, because of the police of
ficers actually being treated like 
criminals by the lawyers when they get 
in these courtrooms. The police offi
cers are the men and women who are 
out there on the line risking their 
lives, and remember they are not ar
resting people for the second or third 
time. They are arresting people under 
the current system for the eighth, 
ninth, or tenth time, and I ask, "How 
would you like to be a plainclothesman 
working the street in a dangerous 
neighborhood not knowing if the last 
guy you sent up the river is going to be 
bumping into you at the convenience 
store?" But that is the situation we are 
in now. 

As my colleagues know, there is an
other aspect, and I know we need to 
move on to welfare reform. I wanted to 
mention this bill also authorizes $10 
billion for new prison construction, and 
I would say, just like Tom Bodett, 
"We're going to leave the light on for 
them." 

Mr. HOKE. Well, it is catch, convict, 
and confine. Catch extra police. Con
vict habeas corpus, ·or exclusionary 
rule reform. Confine $10 billion in pris
ons. And with that, a requirement that 
a prisoner must do 85 percent of his 
sentence time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. As my colleagues 
know now, one of the root causes of the 
crime problem, the explosion of crime 
particularly in the inner city, is the 
breakdown of the family. The previous 
speaker mentioned that there were 15 
million children being raised in single 
parent homes. Actually there is 15 mil-

lion being raised in homes generally 
without fathers. 

Now of the children on AFDC or basi
cally on welfare, .92 percent live in a 
home where they do not have fathers, 
and that is homes really where small 
children are being raised by teenagers. 
We are talking 17-year-old mamas rais
ing kids and often on top of going to 
high school, and sometimes a 17-year
old is raising two children. There was a 
study that said one of the biggest co
relationships between crime in the 
neighborhood is an education. It is not 
poverty. It is just having fathers at 
home, and one of the key elements of 
the Contract With America's reform 
plan is to reunite that family saying 
that if you are under 18 years old, you 
have got to identify the father, and I 
will mention that a little bit more 
later, but also you got to stay at home 
with your own parent in order to get 
that welfare check, and I think that 
will help strengthen the family unit 
which has been broken down really be
cause of Government policy. 

Mr. HOKE. Well, I could not agree 
more, and I look forward to a very spir
ited debate on this because, as the gen
tleman knows, there is a great deal of 
feeling, certainly among my constitu
ents, that we are a big part of the prob
lem, having created this problem, that 
we have created financial incentives, 
or if "incentive" is too strong a word, 
at least we create the financial viabil
ity of the single parent family in this 
country, and there was no financial vi
ability under the Great Society, until 
we abused a program that was devised 
for widows to be able to have-be able 
to provide for their own children in a 
widowed situation. We have taken 
that, and it has grown into this ex
traordinary bureaucracy that has 
brought much, much grief and much, 
and little happiness to our country. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Here we are, 30 years 
later, $3 trillion later, and here is a def
inition of a trillion: "If you spent a 
hundred thousand dollars a minute 24 
hours a day, it would take 19 years to 
get to one trillion." 

We have spent $3 trillion starting 
with the Great Society under Lyndon 
Government-Can-Solve-Anything John
son, and during that period of time the 
poverty level in 1965 was 14 percent. 
Today it is 14 percent. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have accom
plished absolutely nothing except for 
the absolute destruction of inner city 
families. 

Mr. HOKE. Well, as my colleague 
knows, the thing the people want, they 
never want to agree there are any cor
relations here, that they are causal 
things going on, but the fact is today 
two-thirds of all minority births are il
legitimate. Twenty-five percent of all 
nonminority births are illegitimate. 

Those are shocking, shocking num
bers when you consider that--

Mr. KINGSTON. The national com
bined average is 30.1 percent. 
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Mr. HOKE. Thirty point one percent, 

and when you consider that in 1960 we 
were at less than a third of that. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Twenty-nine out of 
1,000 15- to 17-year-old girls will have a 
child illegitimately, and when we talk 
about that 30 percent level, we are not 
talking 30-year-old Murphy Browns 
who have a career, and income coming 
in. We are talking 18-year-olds. We are 
talking 14-year-olds who cannot care 
for themselves, much less the awesome 
burden of being a parent. 

Mr. JONES. If I can just add briefly 
to this? 

What we have had is a system; the 
Speaker has spoken of this so many 
times. We have had a system that has 
perpetuated this type of behavior. We 
have had a system that has through 
payments encouraged people to have 
children out of wedlock, and, as the 
Speaker has said so many times, we 
want to help people get off welfare. We 
want to help people become productive 
citizens. Welfare should not be a ham
mock. 

Welfare should be a springboard. 
Mr. HOKE. I heard PHIL GRAMM say 

it very well the other day. He said, 
"The problem with welfare is it's no 
longer a safety net. It's become a ham
mock." 

The gentleman is absolutely right. 
Mr. KINGSTON. The other thing 

about this, and there is a work require
ment, too, but before we leave this sin
gle parent thing, what our society has 
said, what our Government welfare 
program has said, is, "You're a young 
girl, 17 or 18 years old, and you get 
pregnant. That's your baby, you're re
sponsibility, and you're responsible to 
raise the baby, the child. You're on the 
hook for the next 21 years." 

Now for the 17-year-old boy who is 
the father, "Don't worry about it." 

Mr. HOKE. No accountability, no re
sponsibility, no requirement that pa
ternity be established. Are we changing 
that in the contract? 

Mr. KINGSTON. We are changing it. 
You have to establish paternity. What 
we are saying to these alley-cat dads 
is, "Come on home. We are fixing to 
get serious. We are going to domes
ticate the alley cat." 

That is what we need to do. 
Mr. HOKE. And we have got some 

very strong, across-state-line laws that 
we are looking at to go after deadbeat 
dads as well. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Absolutely, and 
there is a barrage of other laws that 
will go after deadbeat dads if the Re
publican Contract With America wel
fare plan gets passed because there are 
other laws that are contingent on this 
that will further make life hard on 
deadbeat dads and could include revok
ing drivers licenses and so forth. We 
are going to get the money from the 
dad, and we are going to bring him 
back in the formula. 

Mr. HOKE. As my colleague knows, 
as I thought about welfare in the Unit-

ed States generally over the past cou
ple of years, it strikes me that what we 
say to a young woman, a 16-, 17-, 18-
year-old woman, is, "Look, we're going 
to make a deal with you. If you want to 
have a child, you can do that, and we 
are going to help you out with that 
child. We are going to help you with 
housing, we are going to help you with 
food, we are going to help you with day 
care if you want that, we are going to 
help you even with job training, and 
we're going to give you money as well 
so that you can provide for that child." 

0 2040 
There are two conditions for this 

good deal we are going to give you. OK? 
No. 1 is you have to promise us that 
you will not get married. That is No. 1. 
Just promise you will not get married. 
No. 2, you have to promise us you are 
not going to get a job. Do not get a job, 
and in the meantime we will provide 
you also with health care in addition 
to all those things. But as long as you 
fulfill those two promises, then we are 
going to take care of you. You just 
cannot get married and cannot get a 
job. 

Now, what is it we are saying to peo
ple? We are saying if they are in a sin
gle-parent family, they have much less 
of a chance of giving that child an even 
break in terms of being raised. Statis
tics do not lie on this. It is absolutely 
crystal clear in terms of outcomes that 
kids coming out of single-parent fami
lies have a tougher time, graduating, 
finishing school in time, not needing 
psychological counseling, et cetera, et 
cetera, et cetera, et cetera. 

What is the other thing that we are 
doing? We are robbing that person of 
the fundamental dignity of having a 
job, of having work, of having self-reli
ance. It is a bad deal. 

Mr. KINGSTON. What is also good 
about this program is there is a work 
requirement that they do try to get in
volved in some sort of work training, 
and dads again must participate in it. 
There is also another part of it which I 
would say is internal, and that is com
bining so many of these government 
bureaucracies, which simply duplicate 
what the other one is doing. What they 
want to do is not make people inde
pendent, but keep them dependent. 
They create a clientele. So they are all 
fighting for it. But if you suggest why 
do not we combine it and cut out some 
of the bureaucrats' jobs so we can get 
more food to the child in the classroom 
that is hungry so they can learn math 
better or science better and so forth, so 
they can break the cycle, then you 
have this resistance from the bureau
crats. But the contract goes after these 
programs and combines them. 

Mr. HOKE. One of the things I am 
looking forward to with respect to our 
welfare reform is block granting this 
money to the States. There must be a 
State in this Union that will have the 

courage to actually eliminate welfare 
and require that its citizens reach out 
to help those people that need that 
help, require its citizens to go out and 
one-on-one adopt, be a part of, become 
completely bonded and a part of the 
needs of its community. 

It seems to me that that will take 
tremendous courage on the part of a 
State. But when we do that, we will see 
a very real, a very different attitude, 
and a complete change in the way that 
that State deals with the problem of 
indigency, the problem of illegitimacy. 
And that will be the beginning of the 
restoration of a much more sane com
monsense approach to dealing with 
these problems in a way that is deeply 
compassionate, that truly connects 
people with people, and that does not 
alienate us from each other as neigh
bors in our communities, and does not 
alienate us from our institutions as 
well. 

Mr. JONES. If I can just add one situ
ation that happened months and 
months ago before I even became a can
didate for Congress, in my business I 
was calling on a manufacturing firm, 
and I will never forget the story the 
gentleman was telling me about a lady 
that lived in the housing project in this 
small county and small town. And one 
of the best workers that he had, every 
time he give her a raise, her rent went 
up. So she got to a point that she came 
back to him and said, "Why work? I am 
working harder, but I can't achieve be
cause the government continues to 
raise my rent." 

There has got to be some way to 
work out a system so that an individ
ual that is trying to do better for 
themselves through work is somehow 
given an opportunity, for example, 
using this as an example, hold the rent 
down for a couple of years, and make 
that individual put money in a savings 
account and let that be monitored by 
local agencies. 

But any time somebody tries to do 
better for themselves, many times 
through this archaic system that we 
have, they are being penalized. There 
are many people that want to get off 
welfare, but the system keeps holding 
them down. And that is what we are 
talking about in this contract. That is 
what you have been talking. We can 
change it, and we are going to change 
it. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Gentleman, I need 
to leave you, and I know you are going 
to go on and talk about term limits 
and so many of the other good ele
ments of the contract. I appreciate 
your time and the leadership both of 
you all have shown on these issues. Let 
us do it again sometime. 

Mr. HOKE. I thank the gentleman 
from Georgia for participating and for 
being a part of this. 

I want to just close with the idea of 
this block granting With one final 
thought, and that is that I think that 
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what we will find out is there is a tre
mendous amount of creativity in the 
States. There will be States that will 
try all kinds of different solutions to 
the welfare problem, and they will 
come up with many, many different 
programs and ways of dealing with it, 
and some States that may, as I have 
suggested, even eliminate certain pro
grams, certain welfare programs, to 
others that will try a very different ap
proach. And that is what we need. 

We do not need a one-size-fits-all 
type of approach. We need to unleash 
the creativity, allow that creativity to 
erupt and to try different things that 
will truly work. We do not know what 
will work, we do not know what will 
not work, but we do know what is not 
working. By giving the States that 
kind of flexibility, we are going to get 
a heck of a lot more of an idea of a bet
ter direction to go in to solve that par
ticular problem that is so very, very 
difficult. 

I wonder if I could ask, Mr. JONES, if 
you could talk to me a little bit about 
the work that you have been involved 
in with term limits and where you ex
pect that to go and how that fits into 
our Contract With America? 

Mr. JONES. I thank the gentleman 
for this opportunity. It has been a 
great experience for a freshman. I have 
been here 4 weeks, and this has been an 
exciting day in many ways, passing an 
unfunded mandate, and a balanced 
budget a:r:nendment last week, and par
ticipating with you tonight and with 
the other two gentlemen. 

In the area of reform, there is prob
ably not anything more important 
than giving the people of America the 
opportunity to vote on term limits. 
Quite frankly, I was in the general as
sembly in North Carolina for 10 years. 
I have worked hard in the area of cam
paign finance reform, ethics, rewriting 
the lobbying laws for the lobbyists in 
the State of North Carolina, and I have 
got some background, so to speak, in 
this area. And I started years ago talk
ing about the need for term limits. 

If I can just for a moment cite a 
story. My father served in the U.S. 
Congress for 26 years. About 3 years 
ago, 4 years ago, I was talking to him 
in our hometown of Farmville, and I 
was telling him how I believe very 
strongly in term limits. Again, he 
served 26 years. And he said, "I did not 
do a very good job of raising you, if you 
feel that good about term limits." 

Mr. HOKE. If I could ask you, was 
your father a Democrat or a Repub
lican? 

Mr. JONES. My father was a Demo-
cr~. . 

Mr. HOKE. Are you a Democrat or a 
Republican? 

Mr. JONES. I am a Republican. 
Mr. HOKE. So not only are you not a 

Democrat like your father, but you are 
also telling him you want to have 
terms limits. Were you a Democrat in 
the North Carolina House? 

Mr. JONES. Right. I was. I developed 
the reputation of being the foremost 
advocate of reform in the North Caro
lina General Assembly, which I am 
very proud that I earned that reputa
tion. 

But I will tell you this, since you 
asked me about my father. He did 
know, and we talked about it before he 
became ill and he eventually died, that 
I would be changing my party affili
ation. He stated he supported that de
cision and would state that publicly, 
but obviously he did not live long 
enough. 

I listened to the people, and in our 
contract we listened to the people. 
Every issue we have talked about to
night, every issue, came from the fact 
that when we developed this contract, 
we listened to the people of America. 
These 10 bills in this contract are what 
the people of America want to see pass 
in the U.S. House of Representatives, 
and hopefully the U.S. Senate. 

But I will tell you in the area of term 
limits, this is one of the utmost issues 
that the American people, every poll 
that I have seen, a minimum of 65 per
cent of the people in America say they 
want term limits, and quite frankly, as 
high as 75 percent say they want term 
limits. 

We look at Tom Foley, the former 
Speaker of the House, and his people in 
his State wanted term limits. And he 
took his people to court, and I am glad 
he did, because we have a fine rep
resentative from Washington there. 

But my point is so many States al
ready, 22 I believe on their own, have 
passed term limits. The people of 
America want this Congress to give 
them the privilege to act on term lim
its. We know and you know that we 
need 290 votes on this House floor. 
Right now the best that we can figure 
that we have is 228. So if there are any 
citizens throughout America watching 
this tonight, I hope they will call their 
Congress person if they feel strongly 
that they, the people, would like to 
have the vote on term limits. 

D 2050 
Quite frankly, we have three bills, 

two that have been filed, one is three 
terms, that is 2 years times three, 6 
years, a 6-year term. The other is a 12-
year term. That has been introduced, I 
believe, by the gentleman from Flor
ida, [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. He believes that 
it should parallel with the Senate, that 
would have two terms, 6 years each, 12 
years. Then I believe that the gentle
woman from Florida, [Mrs. FOWLER] 
will be offering an amendment on the 
floor that will speak to 8 years, four 
terms, four times two. 

So we are going to have a choice. I 
just hope that we will give the people 
of the United States the same choice 
that we have here on the floor. And I 
hope, again, we think we have 228 peo
ple that have signed on or signed the 

pledge on the Republican side and the 
Democratic side. I hope we can get the 
290 and get some form of term limits to 
the people. 

Mr. HOKE. As a strong proponent and 
supporter and agitator for term limits 
for a long time, I think you are right 
on the money when you suggest that 
people ought to call their Representa
tives and lobby and make known their 
feelings about this issue. Because I am 
absolutely convinced that term limits, 
the combination of term limits, which 
will truly reform this institution, as 
well as the balanced budget amend
ment, which will reform the way that 
we spend money, that those two things 
form the cornerstones of making our 
Government completely and truly rep
resentative once more, of the American 
people. 

Mr. JONES. Absolutely. If I could 
add this, because I think it is of inter
est, according to Stephen Moore of the 
Cato Institute, if term limits had been 
in effect in recent years, the balanced 
budget amendment would have passed 
in 1990. The Clinton and Bush tax in
creases would have failed. The Penny
Kasich spending cuts would have 
passed and the congressional pay raise 
of 1989 and 1992 would have been de
feated. What happens is that we have a 
system that continues to perpetuate it
self, perpetuate itself because it is 
based on seniority. And we both know 
that obviously an incumbent has an ad
vantage, particularly when it comes to 
raising money. And I, quite frankly, 
think that if we give the people the op
portunity to vote on term limits, we 
will have a better system that will be 
the system that the people of America 
want. 

Obviously, if we give them the oppor
tunity to vote and they do not pass in 
enough States to change the Constitu
tion, then obviously the people have 
had the chance to speak on this issue. 
I think that is what the people want. 

Mr. HOKE. I think you are absolutely 
right. I would actually urge people not 
to lose sight on this, especially people 
who generally are very happy with 
what is happening with the Contract 
With America, who feel really good 
about the direction that the Congress 
is going in. Some of those people who 
have moved this polling that says that 
Republicans are breaking down legisla
tive gridlock and that the Republicans 
are bringing integrity and honor and 
confidence back to this institution, for 
Heaven's sake, it strikes me, do not get 
fooled into thinking that, therefore, we 
should not have term limits. It is es
sential to the viability of this institu
tion and to the vitality of it going on. 

I will tell you, I have got another bill 
that I have been very excited about 
with respect to term limits that actu
ally changes the length of the term 
from 2 years to 4 years and then limits 
it to three 4-year terms. I believe 
strongly, as I have for a long time, that 
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the 2-year term, while clearly was in
troduced for specific reasons by our 
Founding Fathers, is outmoded in the 

·20th century and that, unfortunately, 
what it means is that we are only 
working 50 percent of the time, because 
essentially we are legislating for a year 
and then become more and more dis
tracted with campaigns in the second 
year. 

And that distraction is not just be
cause the legislator wants it to be and 
is motivated to do that, but, in fact, 
that is when the sniping begins and 
when all of the negative stuff starts 
with respect to some body trying to 
take your seat, and it really becomes a 
tremendous distraction. 

Mr. JONES. May I ask when the gen
tleman filed the bill? I just heard about 
it today, and I thought it was a very 
exciting idea. 

Mr. HOKE. The other thing is, if you 
look at the other legislatures around 
the world, the shortest one is 4 years in 
Western Europe. I think New Zealand 
might have 3 years, but most are 4- and 
5-year terms. I think I like the idea of 
the symmetry with the Senate, and I 
think that it is very important toward 
moving toward becoming a citizen leg
islature. 

Mr. JONES. If I might add to this, 
because I think the people that might 
be watching tonight need to know that 
probably the term limit issue will be 
debated in the committees probably in 
March, sometime in March. And they 
really, as you said yourself, people 
need to really let their elected Con
gress person know exactly how they 
feel on this issue. 

Mr. HOKE. And in Ohio where we 
passed a law that would limit Members 
of Congress to four 2-year terms that I 
supported and I campaigned for and I 
voted for, I will have the opportunity 
to vote on the amendment of the gen
tlewoman From Florida [Mrs. FOWLER] 
with the four 2-year terms. 

I think that you are right on the 
money when you say that people ought 
to really work hard on this, because it 
is critical to the citizen legislature 
that we all envision. 

I would say one other thing, and that 
is that we often, we hear the phrase 
that power corrupts. And there is no 
question about it. Power does corrupt. 
But what I would suggest to you is that 
power corrupts relatively slowly and 
that the problem that we had with the 
fact that one party was in control for 
40 years did not come about, we did not 
have a problem in the first 10 years or 
the first even 15 years necessarily, but 
the arrogance and the occupation that 
became endemic to this institution 
really began in the 1980's and continued 
through. And it seems to me that we 
cannot get lulled into thinking that 
anybody has-that there is some sort of 
a corner that one party has on purity 
or righteousness. The problem is when 
one party is in control for far too long. 

Now, do not misunderstand me. 
There are philosophical differences 
that are very, very fundamental and 
basic to the way that the Democrats 
view the world and the way that Re
publicans do. And I think it is fair to 
say that Democrats have a great deal 
of confidence in the Government's abil
ity to fix things, and Republicans have 
little confidence in that and a great 
deal of confidence in the ability of indi
viduals and families and private insti
tutions to fix things. 

But I think it is also fair to say that 
I, for one, do not believe for a minute 
that any group that has power for 40 
years straight is going to stay lily 
white. And I think that that is a prob
lem that we have to address. 

Was there anything you wanted to 
add to that? 

Mr. JONES. Just one other point. Did 
we, in our reform package as it related 
to the rules, did we put a number of 
terms that a person could as chairman? 
I think it is important to remind the 
people that we have done this, 6 years, 
and also the Speaker, four terms, 8 
years; is that correct? 

Mr. HOKE. That is correct, yes. We 
have done that. We have · limited the 
terms of committee chairs and of the 
Speaker, and we did that because we 
could do that in our own rules package. 
We actually did that in terms of rank
ing Members in 1992 at, frankly, the in
sistence of my class, which I feel very 
proud of. 

Mr. JONES. Congratulations to your 
class. 

Mr. HOKE. I really thank the gen
tleman from North Carolina, and I 
thank the gentlemen from Ohio and 
from Georgia for participating. 

It has been a pleasure doing this with 
you. I think it has been very helpful to 
me to have your input. I really appre
ciate it. So I just want to say that. 

I want to close by saying this, let us 
review the bidding on what we have 
done and where we are at with this 
Contract. On the first day of Con
gress-I want to review the bidding 
with respect to the notion that some
how this is the Republican Contract 
With America, because the truth is 
that this is not. This is an American 
Contract, and every single thing that 
we have done on this floor has gotten 
bipartisan support. 

Let us review, on the very first day of 
the Congress, every single vote to re
form the rules of the House received 
Democrat support, sometimes by as 
many as 203 Democrats, practically 
their entire caucus. 
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When we passed the congressional ac

countability law, a total of 171 Demo
crats supported our bill, 171 out of 
about 200 Democrats supported the bill. 
When we passed the Balanced Budget 
Amendment, 72 Democrats broke with 
their leadership to do the right thing. 

When we passed the unfunded man
dates bill, another 130 Democrats sided 
with Republicans to give the American 
people what they wanted. 

Given the degree of bipartisan sup
port that our Contract has received, 
the American people may well wonder 
why it has taken so many years to get 
these badly needed reforms passed, and 
the answer is very simple. For years 
the way too liberal, way too powerful, 
way out of touch leadership of this 
Congress, of the Democrat Party, 
throttled these bills and kept them 
from the floor, from even being consid
ered. 

In their power and in their arro
gance, the Democrat leaders not only 
ignored the wishes of their own party, 
but more importantly, they forgot 
about the needs of the American peo
ple. We have not, and we are not going 
to. This is a Contract With America, it 
is a Contract For America, and it has 
finally given America the Government 
that it wants and it needs. 

Mr. Speaker, this Contract is right 
on target. This Contract is right on 
track. 

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE FOR 
THE 104TH CONGRESS 
(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in accordance 
with Rule XI 2.(a) of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, I am hereby submitting the 
Rules of the Committee on Science for the 
104th Congress. 

GENERAL 

1. The Rules of the House of Representa
tives, as applicable, shall govern the com
mittee and its subcommittees, except that a 
motion to recess from day to day and a mo
tion to dispense with the first reading (in 
full) of a bill or resolution, if printed copies 
are available, are nondebatable motions of 
high privilege in the committee and its sub
committees. The rules of the Committee, as 
applicable, shall be the rules of its sub
committees. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

TIME AND PLACE 

2. Unless dispensed with by the Chairman, 
the meetings of the committee shall be held 
on the 2nd and 4th Wednesday of each month 
the House is in session at 10:00 a .m. and at 
such other times and in such places as the 
Chairman may designate. 

3. The Chairman of the committee may 
convene as necessary additional meetings of 
the committee for the consideration of any 
bill or resolution pending before the commit
tee or for the conduct of other committee 
business. 

4. The committee shall make public an
nouncement of the date, time. place and sub
ject matter of any of its hearings at least 
one week before the commencement of the 
hearing. If the Chairman with the concur
rence of the Ranking Minority Member, de
termines there is good cause to begin the 
hearing sooner, or if the committee so deter
mines by majority vote, a quorum being 
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present for the transaction of business, the 
Chairman shall make the announcement at 
the earliest possible date. Any announce
ment made under this Rule shall be prompt
ly published in the Daily Digest, and prompt
ly entered into the scheduling service of the 
House Information Systems. 

5. The committee may not sit, without spe
cial leave, while the House is reading a meas
ure for amendment under the five minute 
rule. 

VICE CHAIRMAN TO PRESIDE IN ABSENCE OF 
CHAIRMAN 

6. The Member of the majority party of the 
committee or subcommittee thereof des
ignated by the Chairman of the Full Com
mittee shall be Vice Chairman of the com
mittee or subcommittee as the case may be, 
and shall preside at any meeting during the 
temporary absence of the Chairman. If the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman of the commit
tee or subcommittee are not present at any 
meeting of the committee, or subcommittee, 
the Ranking Member of the majority party 
on the committee who is present shall pre
side. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

7. The order of business and procedure of 
the committee and the subjects of inquiries 
or investigations will be decided by the 
Chairman, subject always to an appeal to the 
committee. 

MEMBERSHIP 

8. A majority of the majority Members of 
the committee shall determine an appro
priate ratio of majority to minority Mem
bers of each subcommittee and shall author
ize the Chairman to negotiate that ratio 
with the minority party; Provided, however, 
that party representation on each sub
committee (including any ex-officio Mem
bers) shall be no less favorable to the major
ity party than the ratio for the Full Com
mittee. Provided, further, that recommenda
tions of conferees to the Speaker shall pro
vide a ratio of majority party Members to 
minority party Members which shall be no 
less favorable to the majority party than the 
ratio for the Full Committee. 

SPECIAL MEETINGS 

9. Rule XI 2(c) of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives is hereby incorporated by 
reference (Special Meetings). 

COMMITTEE PROCEDURES 

QUORUM 

10. (a) One-third of the Members of the 
committee shall constitute a quorum for all 
purposes except as provided in paragraphs (b) 
and (c) of this Rule. 

(b) A majority of the Members of the com
mittee shall constitute a quorum in order to: 
(1) report or table any legislation, measure, 
or matter; (2) close committee meetings or 
hearings pursuant to Rules 18 and 19; and (3) 
authorize the issuance of subpoenas pursuant 
to Rule 32. 

(c) Two Members of the committee shall 
constitute a quorum for taking testimony 
and receiving evidence, which, unless waived 
by the Chairman of the Full Committee after 
consultation with the Ranking Minority 
Member of the Full Committee, shall include 
at least one Member from each of the major
ity and minority parties. 

PROXIES 

11. No Member may authorize a vote by 
proxy with respect to any measure or matter 
before the committee. · 

WITNESSES 

12. The committee shall, insofar as is prac
ticable, require each witness who is to ap-

pear before it to file twenty-four (24) hours 
in advance with the committee (in advance 
of his or her appearance) a written state
ment of the proposed testimony and to limit 
the oral presentation to a five-minute sum
mary of his or her statement, provided that 
additional time may be granted by the 
Chairman when appropriate. 

13. Whenever any hearing is conducted by 
the committee on any measure or matter, 
the minority Members of the committee 
shall be entitled, upon request to the Chair
man by a majority of them before the com
pletion of the hearing, to call witnesses se
lected by the minority to testify with re
spect to the measure or matter during at 
least one day of hearing thereon. 

INVESTIGATIVE HEARING PROCEDURES 

14. Rule XI 2(k) of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives is hereby incorporated by 
reference (rights of witnesses under sub
poena). 

SUBJECT MATTER 

15. Bills and other substantive matters 
may be taken up for consideration only when 
called by the Chairman of the committee or 
by a majority vote of a quorum of the com
mittee, except those matters which are the 
subject of special-call meetings outlined in 
Rule 9. 

16. No private bill will be reported by the 
committee if there are two or more dissent
ing votes. Private bills so rejected by the 
committee will not be reconsidered during 
the same Congress unless new evidence suffi
cient to justify a new hearing has been pre
sented to the committee. 

17. (a) It shall not be in order for the com
mittee to consider any new or original meas
ure or matter unless written notice of the 
date, place and subject matter of consider
ation and to the extent practicable, a writ
ten copy of the measure or matter to be con
sidered, has been available in the office of 
each Member of the committee for at least 48 
hours in advance of consideration, excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. 

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a) of this 
Rule, consideration of any legislative meas
ure or matter by the committee shall be in 
order by vote of two-thirds of the Members 
present, provided that a majority of the com
mittee is present.· 

OPEN MEETINGS 

18. Each meeting for the transaction of 
business, including the markup of legisla
_tion, of the committee shall be open to the 
public, including to radio, television, and 
still photography coverage, except when the 
committee, in open session and with a ma
jority present, determines by rollcall vote 
that all or part of the remainder of the meet
ing on that day shall be closed to the public 
because disclosure of matters to be consid
ered would endanger national security, 
would tend to defame, degrade or incrimi
nate any person or otherwise would violate 
any law or rule of the House. No person other 
than members of the committee and such 
congressional staff and such departmental 
representatives as they may authorize shall 
be present at any business or markup session 
which has been closed to the public. This 
Rule does not apply to open committee hear
ings which are provided for by Rule 19 con
tained herein. 

19. Each hearing conducted by the commit
tee shall be open to the public including to 
radio, television, and still photography cov
erage except when the committee, in open 
session and with a majority present, deter
mines by rollcall vote that all or part of the 
remainder of that hearing on that day shall 

be closed to the public because disclosure of 
matters to be considered would endanger na
tional security, would compromise sensitive 
law enforcement information, or would tend 
to defame, degrade or incriminate any per
son, or otherwise would violate any law or 
rule of the House of Representatives. Not
withstanding the requirements of the preced
ing sentence, and Rule 9, a majority of those 
present, there being in attendance the req
uisite number required under the rules of the 
committee to be present for the purpose of 
taking testimony: 

(1) may vote to close the hearing for the 
sole purpose of discussing whether testimony 
or evidence to be received would endanger 
the national security or violate Rule XI 
2(k)(5) of the Rules of the House of Rep
resentatives; or 

(2) may vote to close the hearing, as pro
vided in Rule XI 2(k)(5) of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 
No Member may be excluded from 
nonparticipatory attendance at any hearing 
of any committee or subcommittee, unless 
the House of Representatives shall by major
ity vote authorize a particular committee or 
subcommittee, for purposes of a particular 
series of hearings on a particular article of 
legislation or on a particular subject of in
vestigation, to close its hearings to Members 
by the same procedures designated in this 
Rule for closing hearings to the public: Pro
vided, however, That the committee or sub
committee may by the same procedure vote 
to close one subsequent day of the hearing. 

(3) Whenever a hearing or meeting con
ducted by the committee is open to the pub
lic, these proceedings shall be open to cov
erage by television, radio, and still photog
raphy, except as provided in Rule XI 3(f)(2) of 
the House of Representatives. The Chairman 
shall not be able to limit the number of tele
vision, or still cameras to fewer than two 
representatives from each medium (except 
for legitimate space or safety considerations 
in which case pool coverage shall be author
ized). 

REQUESTS FOR ROLLCALL VOTES AT FULL 
COMMITTEE 

20. A rollcall vote of the Members may be 
had at the request of three or more Members 
or, in the apparent absence of a quorum, by 
any one Member. 
AUTOMATIC ROLLCALL VOTE FOR AMENDMENTS 

WHICH AFFECT THE USE OF FEDERAL RESOURCES 

21. (a) A rollcall vote shall be automatic on 
any amendment which specifies the use of 
federal resources in addition to, or more ex
plicitly (inclusively or exclusively) than that 
specified in the underlying text of the meas
ure being considered. 

(b) No legislative report filed by the com
mittee on any measure or matter reported 
by the committee shall contain language 
which has the effect of specifying the use of 
federal resources more explicitly (inclusively 
or exclusively) than that specified in the 
measure or matter as ordered reported, un
less such language has been approved by the 
committee during a meeting or otherwise in 
writing by a majority of the Members. 

COMMITTEE RECORDS 

22. (a) The committee shall keep a com
plete record of all committee action which 
shall include a record of the votes on any 
question on which a rollcall vote is de
manded. The result of each rollcall vote 
shall be made available by the committee for 
inspection by the public at reasonable times 
in the offices of the committee. Information 
so available for public inspection shall in
clude a description of the amendment, mo
tion, order, or other proposition and the 
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name of each Member voting for and each 
Member voting against such amendment, 
motion, order, or proposition, and the names 
of those Members present but not voting. 

(b) The records of the committee at the 
National Archives and Records Administra
tion shall be made available for public use in 
accordance with Rule XXXVI of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives. The Chairman 
shall notify the Ranking Minority Member 
of any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or 
clause 4(b) of the Rule, to withhold a record 
otherwise available, and the matter shall be 
presented to the committee for a determina
tion on the written request of any Member of 
the committee. 

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE HEARINGS AND 
MARKUPS 

23. The transcripts of those hearings con
ducted by the committee which are decided 
to be printed shall be published in verbatim 
form, with the material requested for the 
record inserted at that place requested, or at 
the end of the record, as appropriate. Any re
quests by those Members, staff or witnesses 
to correct any errors other than errors in 
transcription, or disputed errors in tran
scription, shall be appended to the record, 
and the appropriate place where the change 
is requested will be footnoted. Prior to ap
proval by the Chairman of hearings con
ducted jointly with another congressional 
committee, a memorandum of understanding 
shall be prepared which incorporates an 
agreement for the publication of the ver
batim transcript. Transcripts of markups 
shall be recorded and published in the same 
manner as hearings before the committee 
and shall be included as part of the legisla
tive report unless waived by the Chairman. 

OPENING STATEMENTS; 5-MINUTE RULE 
24. Insofar as is practicable, the Chairman, 

after consultation with the Ranking Minor
ity Member, shall limit the total time of 
opening statements by Members to no more 
than 10 minutes, the time to be divided 
equally among Members present desiring to 
make an opening statement. The time any 
one Member may address the committee on 
any bill, motion or other matter under con
sideration by the committee or the time al
lowed for the questioning of a witness at 
hearings before the committee will be lim
ited to five minutes, and then only when the 
Member has been recognized by the Chair
man, except that this time limit may be 
waived by the Chairman or acting Chairman. 
The rule of germaneness will be enforced by 
the Chairman. 

REQUESTS FOR WRITTEN MOTIONS 
25. Any legislative or non-procedural mo

tion made at a regular or special meeting of 
the committee and which is entertained by 
the Chairman shall be presented in writing 
upon the demand of any Member present and 
a copy made available to each Member 
present. 

SUBCOMMITTEES 
STRUCTURE AND JURISDICTION 

26. The committee shall have the following 
standing subcommittees with the jurisdic
tion indicated. 

(1) SUBCOMMITTEE ON BASIC RESEARCH.
Legislative jurisdiction and general and spe
cial oversight and investigative authority on 
all matters relating to science policy includ
ing: Office of Science and Technology Policy; 
all scientific research, and scientific and en
gineering resources (including human re
sources), math, science and engineering edu
cation; intergovernmental mechanisms for 
research, development, and demonstration 

and cross-cutting programs; international 
scientific cooperation; National Science 
Foundation; university research policy, in
cluding infrastructure, overhead and part
nerships; science scholarships; government
owned, contractor-operated non-military 
laboratories; computer, communications and 
information science; earthquake and fire re
search programs; research and development 
relating to health, biomedical, and nutri
tional programs; to the extent appropriate, 
agricultural, geological, biological and life 
sciences research; and the Office of Tech
nology Assessment. 

(2) SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND ENVIRON
MENT .-Legislative jurisdiction and general 
and special oversight and investigative au
thority on all matters relating to energy and 
environmental research, development, and 
demonstration including: Department of En
ergy research, development, and demonstra
tion programs; federally owned and operated 
non-military energy laboratories; energy 
supply research and development activities; 
nuclear and other advanced energy tech
nologies; general science and research activi
ties; uranium supply, enrichment, and waste 
management activities as appropriate; fossil 
energy research and development; clean coal 
technology; energy conservation research 
and development; science and risk assess
ment activities of the Federal Government; 
Environmental Protection Agency research 
and development programs; and National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
including all activities related to weather, 
weather services, climate, and the atmos
phere, and marine fisheries, and oceanic re
search. 

(3) SUBCOMMITTEE ON SPACE AND AERO
NAUTICS.-Legislative jurisdiction and gen
eral and special oversight and investigative 
authority on all matters relating to astro
nautical and aeronautical research and de
velopment including: national space policy, 
including access to space; sub-orbital access 
and applications; National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration and its contractor and 
government-operated laboratories; space 
commercialization including the commercial 
space activities relating to the Department 
of Transportation and the Department of 
Commerce; exploration and use of outer 
space; international space cooperation; Na
tional Space Council; space applications, 
space communications and related matters; 
and earth remote sensing policy. 

(4) SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY.-Legis
lative jurisdiction and general and special 
oversight and investigative authority on all 
matters relating to competitiveness includ
ing: standards and standardization of meas
urement; the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology; the National Technical In
formation Service; competitiveness, includ
ing small business competitiveness; tax, 
antitrust, regulatory and other legal and 
governmental policies as they relate to tech
nological development and commercializa
tion; technology transfer; patent and intel
lectual property policy; international tech
nology trade; research, development, and 
demonstration activities of the Department 
of Transportation; civil aviation research, 
development, and demonstration; research, 
development, and demonstration programs 
of the Federal Aviation Administration; sur
face and water transportation research, de
velopment, and demonstration programs; 
materials research, development, and dem
onstration and policy; and biotechnology 
policy. 

REFERRAL OF LEGISLATION 
27. The Chairman shall refer all legislation 

and other matters referred to the committee 

to the subcommittee or subcommittees of 
appropriate jurisdiction within two weeks 
unless, the Chairman deems consideration is 
to be by the Full Committee. Subcommittee 
chairmen may make requests for referral of 
specific matters to their subcommittee with
in the two week period if they believe sub
committee jurisdictions so warrant. 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 
28. The Chairman and Ranking Minority 

Member shall serve as ex officio Members of 
all subcommittees and shall have the right 
to vote and be counted as part of the quorum 
and ratios on all matters before the sub
committee. 

PROCEDURES 
29. Unless waived by the Chairman, no sub

committee shall meet for markup or ap
proval when any other subcommittee of the 
committee or the Full Committee is meeting 
to consider any measure or matter for mark
up or approval. 

30. Each subcommittee is authorized to 
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and 
report to the committee on all matters re
ferred to it. Each subcommittee shall con
duct legislative, investigative, and general 
oversight, inquires for the future and fore
casting, and budget impact studies on mat
ters within their respective jurisdictions. 
Subcommittee chairmen shall set meeting 
dates after consultation with the Chairman 
and other subcommittee chairmen with a 
view toward avoiding simultaneous schedul
ing of committee and subcommittee meet
ings or hearings wherever possible. 

31. Any Member of the committee may 
have the privilege of sitting with any sub
committee during its hearings or delibera
tions and may participate in such hearings 
or deliberations, but no such Member who is 
not a Member of the subcommittee shall 
vote on any matter before such subcommit
tee, except as provided in Rule 28. 

32. During any subcommittee proceeding 
for markup or approval, a rollcall vote may 
be had at the request of one or more Mem
bers of that subcommittee. 

POWER TO SIT AND ACT; SUBPOENA POWER 
33. The committee and each of its sub

committees may exercise the powers pro
vided under Rule XI 2{m) of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference (power to sit and 
act; subpoena power). 

NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
34. All national security information bear

ing a classification of secret or higher which 
has been received by the committee or a sub
committee shall be deemed to have been re
ceived in Executive Session and shall be 
given appropriate safekeeping. The Chair
man of the Full Committee may establish 
such regulations and procedures as in his 
judgment are necessary to safeguard classi
fied information under the control of the 
committee. Such procedures, shall, however, 
ensure access to this information by any 
Member of the committee, or any other 
Member of the House of Representatives who 
has requested the opportunity to review such 
material. 

SENSITIVE OR CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
RECEIVED PURSUANT TO SUBPOENA 

35. Unless otherwise determined by the 
committee or subcommittee, certain infor
mation received by the committee or sub
committee pursuant to a subpoena not made 
part of the record at an open hearing shall be 
deemed to have been received in Executive 
Session when the Chairman of the Full Com
mittee, in his judgment, deems that in view 
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of all the circumstances, such as the sen
sitivity of the information or the confiden
tial nature of the information, such action is 
appropriate. 

REPORTS 

SUBSTANCE OF LEGISLATIVE REPORTS 

36. The report of the committee on a meas
ure which has been approved by the commit
tee shall include the following, to be pro
vided by the committee: 

(1) the oversight findings and recommenda
tions required pursuant to Rule X 2(b)(l) of 
the Rules of the House of Representatives, 
separately set out and identified [Rule XI 
2(1)(3)(A)]; 

(2) the statement required by section 308(a) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, sep
arately set out and identified, if the measure 
provides new budget authority or new or in
creased tax expenditures as specified in 
[Rule XI 2(1)(3)(B)]; 

(3) a detailed, analytical statement as to 
whether that enactment of such bill or joint 
resolution into law may have an inflationary 
impact on the national economy [Rule XI 
2(1)(4)]; 

(4) with respect to each rollcall vote on a 
motion to report any measure or matter of a 
public character, and on any amendment of
fered to the measure or matter, the total 
number of votes cast for and against, and the 
names of those Members voting for and 
against, shall be included in the committee 
report on the measure or matter; 

(5) the estimate and comparison prepared 
by the committee under Rule XIII 7(a) of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, unless 
the estimate and comparison prepared by the 
Director of the Congressional Budget Office 
prepared under subparagraph 2 of this Rule 
34 has been timely submitted prior to the fil
ing of the report and included in the report 
[Rule XIII 7(d)]; 

(6) in the case of a bill or joint resolution 
which repeals or amends any statute or part 
thereof, the text of the statute or part there
of which is proposed to be repealed, and a 
comparative print of that part of the bill or 
joint resolution making the amendment and 
of the statute or part thereof proposed to be 
amended [Rule XIII 3]; and 

(7) a transcript of the markup of the meas
ure or matter unless waived under Rule 22. 

37. (a) The report of the committee on a 
measure which has been approved by the 
committee shall further include the follow
ing, to be provided by sources other than the 
committee: 

(1) the estimate and comparison prepared 
by the Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office required under section 403 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, separately set 
out and identified, whenever the Director (if 
timely, and submitted prior to the filing of 
the report) has submitted such estimate and 
comparison of the committee [Rule XI 
2(1)(3)(C)]; 

(2) a summary of the oversight findings 
and recommendations made by the Commit
tee on Government Reform and Oversight 
under Rule X 2(b)(2) of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, separately set out 
and identified [Rule XI 2(1)(3).(D)J. 

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a) of this 
Rule, if the committee has not received prior 
to the filing of the report the material re
quired under paragraph (a) of this Rule, then 
it shall include a statement to that effect in 
the report on the measure. 

MINORITY AND ADDITIONAL VIEWS 

38. If, at the time of approval of any meas
ure or matter by the committee, any Mem
ber of the committee gives notice of inten-

tion to file supplemental, minority, or addi
tional views, that Member shall be entitled 
to not less than 3 calendar days (excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) in 
which to file such views, in writing and 
signed by that Member, with the clerk of the 
committee. All such views so filed by one or 
more Members of the committee shall be in
cluded within, and shall be a part of, the re
port filed by the committee with respect to 
that measure or matter. The report of the 
committee upon that measure or matter 
shall be printed in a single volume which 
shall include all supplemental, minority, or 
additional views, which have been submitted 
by the time of the filing of the report, and 
shall bear upon its cover a recital that any 
such supplemental, minority, or additional 
views (and any material submitted under 
paragraph (a) of Rule 35) are included as part 
of the report. However, this rule does not 
preclude (1) the immediate filing or printing 
of a committee report unless timely re
quested for the opportunity to file supple
mental, minority, or additional views has 
been made as provided by this Rule or (2) the 
filing by the committee of any supplemental 
report upon any measure or matter which 
may be required for the correction of any 
technical error in a previous report made by 
that committee upon that measure or mat
ter. 

39. The Chairman of the committee or sub
committee, as appropriate, shall advise 
Members of the day and hour when the time 
for submitting views relative to any given 
report elapses. No supplemental, minority, 
or additional views shall be accepted for in
clusion in the report if submitted after the 
announced time has elapsed unless the 
Chairman of the committee or subcommit
tee, as appropriate, decides to extend the 
time for submission of views beyond 3 days, 
in which case he shall communicate such 
fact to Members, including the revised day 
and hour for submissions to be received, 
without delay. 

CONSIDERATION OF SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 

40. Reports and recommendations of a sub
committee shall not be considered by the 
Full Committee until after the intervention 
of 48 hours, excluding Saturdays, Sundays 
and legal holidays, from the time the report 
is submitted and printed hearings thereon 
shall be made available, if feasible, to the 
Members, except that this rule may be 
waived at the discretion of the Chairman. 

TIMING AND FILING OF COMMITTEE REPORTS 

41. It shall be the duty of the Chairman to 
report or cause to be reported promptly to 
the House any measure approved by the com
mittee and to take or cause to be taken the 
necessary steps to bring the matter to a 
vote. 

42. The report of the committee on a meas
ure which has been approved by the commit
tee shall be filed within seven calendar days 
(exclusive of days on which the House is not 
in session) after the day on which there has 
been filed with the clerk of the committee a 
written request, signed by the majority of 
the Members of the committee, for the re
porting of that measure. Upon the filing of 
any such request, the clerk of the committee 
shall transmit immediately to the Chairman 
of the committee notice of the filing of that 
request. 

43. (a) Any document published by the 
committee as a House Report, other than a 
report of the committee on a measure which 
has been approved by the committee, shall 
be approved by the committee at a meeting, 
and Members shall have the same oppor-

tunity to submit views as provided for in 
Rule 38. 

(b) Subject to paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Chairman may approve the publication of 
any document as a committee print which in 
his discretion he determines to be useful for 
the information of the committee. 

(c) Any document to be published as a com
mittee print which purports to express the 
views, findings, conclusions, or recommenda
tions of the committee or any of its sub
committees must be approved by the Full 
Committee or its subcommittees, as applica
ble, in a meeting or otherwise in writing by 
a majority of the Members, and such Mem
bers shall have the right to submit supple
mental, minority, or additional views for in
clusion in the print within at least 48 hours 
after such approval. 

(d) Any document to be published as a 
committee print other than a document de
scribed in paragraph (c) of this Rule: (1) shall 
include on its cover the following statement: 
"This document has been printed for infor
mational purposes only and does not rep
resent either findings or recommendations 
adopted by this Committee;" and (2) shall 
not be published following the sine die ad
journment of a Congress. unless approved by 
the Chairman of the Full Committee after 
consultation with the Ranking Minority 
Member of the Full Committee. 

NOTIFICATION TO APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

44. No later than May 15 of each year, the 
Chairman shall report to the Chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations any de
partments, agencies, or programs under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Science for 
which no authorization exists for the next 
fiscal year. The Chairman shall further re
port to the Chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations when authorizations are sub
sequently enacted prior to enactment of the 
relevant annual appropriations bill. 

OVERSIGHT 

45. Not later than February 15 of the first 
session of a Congress, the Committee shall 
meet in open session, with a quorum present, 
to adopt its oversight plans for that Con
gress for submission to the Committee on 
House Oversight and the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight, in accord
ance with the provisions of clause 2(d) of 
Rule X of the House of Representatives. 

46. The Chairman of the committee, or of 
any subcommittee, shall not undertake any 
investigation in the name of . the committee 
without formal approval by the Chairman of 
the committee after consultation with the 
Ranking Minority Member of the Full Com
mittee. 
LEGISLATIVE AND OVERSIGHT JURISDICTION OF 

THE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 

"RULE X. ESTABLISHMENT AND JURISDICTION OF 
ST ANDING COMMITTEES 

"The Committees and Their Jurisdiction. 
"l. There shall be in the House the follow

ing standing committees, each of which shall 
have the jurisdiction and related functions 
assigned to it by this clause and clauses 2, 3, 
and 4; and all bills, resolutions, and other 
matters relating to subjects within the juris
diction of any standing committee as listed 
in this clause shall (in accordance with and 
subject to clause 5) be referred to such com
mittees, as follows: 

* * * * * 
''(N) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 

"(1) All energy research, development, and 
demonstration, and projects therefor, and all 
federally owned or operated nonmilitary en
ergy laboratories. 
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"(2) Astronautical research and develop

ment, including resources, personnel, equip
ment, and facilities. 

"(3) Civil aviation research and develop
ment. 

"(4) Environmental research and develop
ment. 

"(5) Marine research. 
"(6) Measures relating to the commercial 

application of energy technology. 
"(7) National Institute of Standards and 

Technology, standardization of weights and 
measures and the metric system. 

"(8) National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration. 

"(9) National Space Council. 
"(10) National Science Foundation. 
"(11) National Weather Service. 
"(12) Outer space, including exploration 

and control thereof. 
"(13) Science Scholarships. 
"(14) Scientific research, development, and 

demonstration, and projects therefor. 
. "In addition to its legislative jurisdiction 

under the preceding provisions of this para
graph (and its general oversight function 
under clause 2(b)(l)), the committee shall 
have the special oversight function provided 
for in clause 3(f) with respect to all non
military research and development." 

SPECIAL OVERSIGHT FUNCTIONS 

3. (f) The Committee on Science shall have 
the function of reviewing and studying, on a 
continuing basis, all laws, programs, and 
Government activities dealing with or in
volving nonmilitary research and develop
ment. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland (at the re

quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today after 5 
p.m., on account of attending a family 
funeral. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GALLEGLY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Mr. DREIER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MARTINI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WAMP, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MENENDEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NADLER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. COLEMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MARTINEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. THURMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at her own 

request) to revise and extend her re-

marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. MARKEY, for 2 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. SKELTON in two instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mrs. KENNELLY. 
Mr. ROEMER . 
Mrs. MALONEY. 
Ms. McCARTHY. 
Mr. WARD. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. 
Mr. WAXMAN. 
Mr. COLEMAN. 
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 
Mr. MFUME. 
Mr. DOYLE. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee) and 
to include extraneous matter: 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana in two in-
stances. 

Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. WOLF. 
Mr. RADANOVICH. 
Mr. COMBEST. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. DAVIS. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 
Mr. FORBES. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. KINGSTON. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HOKE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
Mr. CAMP. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 9 o'clock and 1 minute p.m.), 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, February 2, 1995, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker 's table and referred as fol
lows: 

246. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting a report of those foreign military sales 
customers with approved cash flow financing 

in excess of $100 million as of October 1, 1994, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2765(a); to the Commit
tee on International Relations. 

247. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-348, " Charitable Gift of 
Life Insurance Proceeds Amendment Act of 
1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section l-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

248. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-349, "Business Regu
latory Reform Commission Act of 1994," pur
suant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

249. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-350, "District Employee 
Benefits Free Clinic Extension Amendment 
Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
l-233(c)(l); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

250. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-351, "District of Colum
bia Retirement Board Judicial Appointment 
Amendment Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

251. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-352, "Lie Detector Tests 
for Pre-Employment Investigations Amend
ment Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, 
section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight. 

252. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-353, "District of Colum
bia Board of Education Sale, Renovation, 
Lease-back, and Repurchase of Franklin 
School Amendment Act of 1994," pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on Government Reform and Oversight. 

253. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-354, "Child Support En
forcement Amendment Act of 1994," pursu
ant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

254. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-355, "National Museum of 
Women in the Arts Equitable Real Property 
Tax Relief Act of 1994, "pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

255. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-356, " Shiloh Baptist 
Church Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

256. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-357, "Southwest Commu
nity House Association, Inc., Equitable Real 
Property Tax Relief Act of 1994," pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on Government Reform and Oversight. 

257. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-358, "District of Colum
bia Board of Education Fees for Select 
Adult, Community, and Continuing Edu
cation Courses Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

258. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 



February 1, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3297 
copy of D.C. Act 10-359, "Greater Mount Zion 
Baptist Church Equitable Real Property Tax 
Relief Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, 
section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight. 

259. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-360, "Paternity Estab
lishment Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, 
section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight. 

260. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-361, "Budget Spending 
Reduction Temporary Amendment Act of 
1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

261. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-365, "Councilmembers' 
Salary Freeze Amendment Act of 1994," pur
suant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

262. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-367, "Parks Amendment 
Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

263. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-368, "Parental Respon
sib111ty Amendment Act of 1994," pursuant 
to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Com
mittee on Government Reform and Over
sight. 

264. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-369, "Court-Appointed 
Special Advocate Program Act of 1994." pur
suant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

265. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a copy of 
his report for fiscal year 1994 on each in
stance a Federal agency did not fully imple
ment recommendations made by the GAO in 
connection with a bid protest decided during 
the fiscal year, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3554(e)(2); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

266. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, General Accounting Of
fice, transmitting the list of all reports is
sued or released in December 1994, pursuant 
to 31 U.S.C. 719(h); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight. 

267. A letter from the Administrator, Bon
neville Power Administration, transmitting 
the annual report under the Federal Man
agers' Financial Integrity Act for fiscal year 
1994, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

268. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, transmit
ting the 80th quarterly report on trade be
tween the United States and China, the suc
cessor states to the former Soviet Union, and 
other title IV countries during July-Septem
ber 1994, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 2440; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 
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Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 55. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give the 
President item veto authority over appro
priation acts and targeted tax benefits in 
revenue acts (Rept. 104-15). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. CALLAHAN (for himself, Mr. 
EVERETT, and Mr. STUMP): 

H.R. 766. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 to provide for a 2-year
biennial-budgeting cycle, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Budget, and 
in addition to the Committees on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight, and Rules, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CLINGER (for himself and Mr. 
WISE): 

H.R. 767. A bill to improve budgetary infor
mation by requiring that the unified budget 
presented by the President contain an oper
ating budget and a capital budget, distin
guish between Federal funds and trust funds, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, and in 
addition to the Committee on Transpor
tation and Infrastructure, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CLYBURN: 
H.R. 768. A bill to create a liveable wage by 

the year 2000; to the Committee on Economic 
and Educational Opportunities. 

By Mr. GILLMOR (for himself, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. CANADY, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. BACHUS, Ms. PRYCE, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Ms. DANNER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. KING, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
Mr. WALSH, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. PACK
ARD, Mr. ZIMMER, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, 
and Mr. HANCOCK): 

H.R. 769. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the estab
lishment of, and the deduction of contribu
tions to, education savings accounts; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERGER (for himself and Mr. 
RIGGS): 

H.R. 770. A bill to declare a State of Emer
gency on Federal lands within the State of 
California for the immediate reduction in 
forest fuels for the prevention of cata
strophic wildfire; to the Committee on Re
sources, and in addition to the Committee on 
Agriculture, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with
in the jurisdiction of the committee con
cerned. 

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. 
WELDON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
BOEHLERT): 

H.R. 771. A bill to save lives, prevent inju
ries, and protect property through improved 
State and local fire safety education; to the 
Committee on Science. 

By Ms. McKINNEY (for herself, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. BISHOP, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. COLEMAN, Ms. COLLINS 
of Michigan, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Mr. CONDIT' Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. FORD, Ms. FURSE, Mr. GoNZALEZ, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor
ida, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
HILLIARD, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts, Mr. LEACH, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MAR
KEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, Mr. MILLER of California, 
Mr. MINGE, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii , Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. REED, Ms. RIVERS, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SAWYER, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TUCKER, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Ms. WATERS, 
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WYDEN, and 
Mr. WYNN): 

H.R. 772. A bill to prohibit U.S. military 
assistance and arms transfers to foreign gov
ernments that are undemocratic, do not ade
quately protect human rights, are engaged in 
acts of armed aggression, or are not fully 
participating in the United Nations Register 
of Conventional Arms; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

By Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas (for her
self, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. 
MOLINARI, Ms. DANNER, Mr. ACKER
MAN, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. VIS
CLOSKY, Mr. MANTON, Mr. JOHNSTON 
of Florida, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylva
nia, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, 
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, and Mr. PORTER): 

H.R. 773. A bill to reform the concession 
policies of the National Park Service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Re
sources. 

By Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas (for her
self, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
VISCLOSKY, Ms. MCCARTHY, Mr. SKEL
TON, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 
Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. 
JACOBS, Mr. PETRI, and Ms. DANNER): 

H.R. 774. A bill to amend the International 
Air Transportation Competition Act of 1979; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In
fras tru ct ure. 

By Mr. MORAN: 
H.R. 775. A bill to abolish the Board of Re

view of the Metropolitan Washington Air
ports Authority, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra
structure. 

By Mr. TORKILDSEN: 
H.R. 776. A bill to protect the reproductive 

rights of women, and for other purposes; to 
the Cammi ttee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mrs. VUCANOVICH: 

H.R. 777. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to require State Medic
aid plans to provide coverage of screening 
mammography; to the Committee on Com
merce. 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH (for herself and 
Mr. ENSIGN): 

H.R. 778. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of an annual screening mammography under 
part B of the Medicare program for women 
age 65 or older; to the Committee on Com
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH: 
H.R. 779. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of prostate cancer screening tests under part 
B of the Medicare program; to the Commit
tee on Commerce, and in addition to · the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak
er, in each case for consideration of such pro
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

H.R. 780. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of prostate cancer screening tests under the 
Medicaid program; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. ANDREWS): 

H.R. 781. A bill to allow State and local 
governments to design their own programs 
for moving welfare recipients from depend
ency to economic self-sufficiency, and to 
allow low-income individuals to use personal 
savings as a foundation for achieving inde
pendence; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committees on 
Agriculture, Economic and Educational Op
portunities, Banking and Financial Services, 
and Commerce, for a period to be subse
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. WOLF: 
H.R. 782. A bill to amend title 18 of the 

United States Code to allow members of em
ployee associations to represent their views 
before the U.S. Government; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMP (for himself, Mr. Payne 
of Virginia, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. HOUGHTON, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. HAN
COCK, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mrs. MEYERS of Kan
sas, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. GORDON, Mr. DICKEY, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. BARRETT of Ne
braska, Mr. CANADY, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. PARKER, Ms. DANNER, 
Mr. COMBEST, Mr. MINGE, Mr. KLUG, 
Mr. CHRYSLER, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. ED
WARDS, Mr. HAMILTON, and Mr. 
WOLF): 

H.R. 783. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to prevent the reclassifica
tion of certain dues paid to tax-exempt agri
cultural or horticultural organizations; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COX of California (for himself, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BAKER 
of Louisiana, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BUR
TON of Indiana, Mr. CANADY, Mr. 

CHRYSLER, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DOO
LITTLE, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. KING, 
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. SEN
SENBRENNER, and Mr. SOLOMON): 

R.R. 784. A bill to repeal the Federal estate 
and gift taxes and the tax on generation
skipping transfers; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 
herself, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. LOWEY, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
RIVERS, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. 
HARMAN, Ms. DUNN of Washington, 
Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. PRYCE, 
Ms. MOLINARI, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Ms. 
WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 785. A bill to improve and strengthen 
the child support collection system; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi
tion to the Committees on the Judiciary, Na
tional Security, Government Reform and 
Oversight, International Relations, Eco
nomic and Educational Opportunities, and 
Banking and Financial Services, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak
er, in each case for consideration of such pro
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. STOKES, Mr. FRAZER, 
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. FROST, Mr. TUCK
ER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Illinois, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. OLVER, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
HILLIARD, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. 
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. TEJEDA, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. MCKIN
NEY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. WATT of 
North Carolina, Mr. THOMPSON, Ms. 
RIVERS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. RUSH, Ms. NOR
TON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor
ida, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. FLAKE, Ms. JACK
SON-LEE, Mr. DIXON, Mr. BISHOP, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. MFUME, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. WATTS 
of Oklahoma): 

H.R. 786. A bill to authorize the establish
ment of the National African-American Mu
seum within the Smithsonian Institution; to 
the Committee on House Oversight, and in 
addition to the Committee on Transpor
tation and Infrastructure, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. MCNULTY: 
H.R. 787. A bill to prohibit discrimination 

by the States on the basis of nonresidency in 
the licensing of dental health care profes
sionals, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. WATTS 
of Oklahoma, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. SMiTH of Washing
ton, Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. BURTON, Mr. HEINEMAN, 
Mr. BACHUS, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. TIAHRT, 

Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, 
Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. MYERS of Indi
ana, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BUNN of Or
egon, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. LEWIS of 
Kentucky, Mr. CANADY, Mr. Fox, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BRYANT of 
Tennessee, Mr. JONES, Mr. WELLER, 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
DORNAN): 

R.R. 788. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
to prohibit the consideration of retroactive 
tax increases; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
R.R. 789. A bill to amend title 17, United 

States Code, with respect to the licensing of 
music, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. 
FIELDS of Texas, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. BARCIA, Mr. BARRETT of Ne
braska, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BONO, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, 
Mr. CALLAHAN' Mr. CALVERT' Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. COBURN, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
CONDIT, Mr. cox, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, 
Ms. DANNER, Mr. DICKEY' Mr. 
DOOLEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DORNAN, 
Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. ED
WARDS, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. 
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. GILLMOR, 
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. HASTERT, . Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HAYES, 
Mt. HEFLEY, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. HOKE, Mr. HOLDEN, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. INGLIS of South 
Carolina, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. SAM JOHN
SON, Mr. KING, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. 
LEWIS of California, Mr. LEWIS of 
Kentucky, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. LIV
INGSTON, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MCKEON, 
Mr. MILLER. of Florida, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PARKER, 
Mr. PAXON, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. POMBO, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. 
STUMP' Mr. TALENT' Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, and Mr. WILSON): 

R.R. 790. A bill to require certain Federal 
agencies to protect the rights of private 
property owners; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committees 
on Resources, and Transportation and Infra
structure, for a period to be subsequently de
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with
in the jurisdiction of the committee con
cerned. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER: 
H. Con. Res. 21. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress concern
ing the trafficking of Burmese women and 
girls into Thailand for the purposes of forced 
prostitution; to the Committee on Inter
national Relations. 

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania: 
H. Res. 56. Resolution to amend the Rules 

of the House of Representatives to require 
the Committee on Ways and Means to in
clude in committee reports the identity, 
sponsor, and revenue cost of single-taxpayer 
relief provisions contained in reported bills; 
to the Committee on Rules. 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 6: Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
H.R. 9: Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 

POMBO, Mr. CRANE, and Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
H.R. 11: Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. MCKEON, and 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
H.R. 22: Mr. KING. 
H.R. 23: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Ms. 

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
HILLIARD, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and Ms. 
LOWEY. 

H.R. 24: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 28: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 76: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. DOOLEY, and Mr. 

SANDERS. 
H.R. 101: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. SKEEN. 
H.R. 104: Mrs. KELLY, Ms. DUNN of Wash

ington, and Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 127: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. MCHALE, 

Mrs. LINCOLN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. JACOBS, 
and Mr. CRAPO. 

H.R. 130: Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 209: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. NEUMANN, and 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. 
H.R. 214: Mr. SAM JOHNSON and Mr. FLANA

GAN. 
H.R. 218: Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
H.R. 244: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 

OLVER, Mr. FROST, Mr. EVANS, Mr. MINGE, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BROWN of Cali
fornia, and Mr. NEY. 

H.R. 325: Mr. WELDON of Florida and Mr. 
RIGGS. 

H.R. 353: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. TORRICELLI. 
H.R. 359: Mr. HOBSON, Mr. LEACH, and Ms. 

WATERS. 
H.R. 370: Mr. FLANAGAN, Mr. WELDON of 

Florida, and Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. 
H.R. 390: Mr. CANADY, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 

HOEKSTRA, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. STARK, Mr. TALENT, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. PETRI, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. KIL
DEE, Mr. NEY, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BEREUTER, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. SAXTON, Ms. PRYCE, 
Ms. NORTON, and Mr. KOLBE. 

H.R. 427: Mr. SAM JOHNSON and Mr. BUNN of 
Oregon. 

H.R. 445: Ms. MCCARTHY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
Mr. KILDEE, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. THORNTON, 
Ms. DANNER, Mr. TORRES, Mr. LAFALCE, and 
Mrs. MALONEY. 

H.R. 470: Mr. KING, Mr. WELDON of Penn
sylvania, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mrs. MALONEY. 

H.R. 485: Mr. DORNAN. 
H.R. 525: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 

PACKARD, and Mr. CHRYSLER. 
H.R. 564: Mr. BORSKI. 
H.R. 574: Mr. BRYANT of Texas. 
H.R. 588: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 592: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and Mr. 

HUNTER. 
H.R. 660: Mrs. THURMAN. 
H.R. 663: Mr. WAMP, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr. 

EMERSON. 
H.R. 681: Mr. PALLONE and Mrs. LINCOLN. 
H.R. 692: Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 

BEREUTER, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
PETE GE~EN of Texas, and Mr. BOUCHER. 

H.R. 696: Mr. TALENT, Mr. Fox, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. METCALF, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. DORNAN. 

H.J. Res. 3: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.J. Res. 48: Mr. BUNN of Oregon, Mrs. 

VUCANOVICH, and Mr. MCHUGH. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. CLINGER 

AMENDMENT No. 10: In section 2(a), strike 
"discretionary budget authority" and insert 
" the dol-lar amount of any discretionary 

budget authority specified in an appropria
tion Act or an accompanying committee re
port or joint explanatory statement accom
panying a conference report on that Act". 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. DEAL OF GEORGIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 11: At the end, add the fol
lowing new section: 
SEC. 7. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this Act violates the 
Constitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

(C) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. EDWARDS 

AMENDMENT No. 12: At the end of section 2, 
insert the following: 

(d) EXCEPTION.-The President may not in
clude in a special message a rescission of an 
amount of less than $50,000,000 that was ap
propriated for a program, project, or activity 
within the national defense budget function 
(function 050). 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. KASICH 

AMENDMENT No. 13: In section 2(a), after 
" discretionary budget authority" insert " or 
veto all or part of any provision of law in
creasing direct spending authority". 

In section 2(a)(2), after " such budget au
thority" insert " or an Act providing such di
rect spending authority, or" . 

In section 2(c), strike "and" and insert ", 
for each Act making direct spending, ". 

In section 4(1), after " targeted tax bene
fits" insert "and vetoes of all or part of any 
provision of law increasing direct spending 
authority" . 

In section 4(1){B), strike "and" at the end 
of subdivision (i) and at the end add the fol
lowing: 

(111) in the case of a special message re
garding vetoes of all or part of any provision 
of law increasing direct spending authority, 
the matter after the enacting clause of 
which is as follows: "That Congress dis
approves each veto of direct spending au
thority of the President as submitted by the 
President in a special message on ", the 
blank space being filled in with the appro
priate date and the public law to which the 
message relates; and 

At the end of section 4, add the following 
new paragraph: 

(5) The term "direct spending authority" 
has the meaning given the term "direct 
spending" by section 205(c)(8) of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 except that it does not include 
Social Security. 

In paragraph (1) of section 6, insert "and 
veto of a provision of law increasing direct 
spending" after "tax benefit" the first place 
it appears. 

In paragraph (1) of section 6, insert "or 
veto of a provision of law increasing direct 
spending" after "tax benefit" the second 
place it appears. 

In paragraph (2) of section 6, insert "and 
vetoes of a provision of law increasing direct 
spending" after "tax benefit". 

In paragraph (3) of section 6, insert ~'or ve
toes of a provision of law increasing direct 
spending" after "tax benefit". 

Strike "rescission/receipts" each place it 
appears and insert " rescission/direct spend
ing/receipts''. 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY 

AMENDMENT NO. 14: The first sentence of 
section 5(d)(l) is amended by striking "with
out amendment" and inserting " without 
amendments except amendments to strike 
any rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority". 

Section 5(d)(2) is amended by striking the 
eighth and ninth sentences and inserting the 
following: 
No amendment to the bill is in order except 
amendments to strike any rescission or re
scissions of budget authority. At the conclu
sion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion. 

In section 3(a)(l), strike "all of''. 
H.R. 2 

OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY 
AMENDMENT No. 15: At the end of section 2, 

add the following new subsection: 
(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR FY 1995 Appropria

tion Measures.-Notwithstanding subsection 
(a)(2), in the case of any unobligated discre
tionary budget authority provided by any 
appropriation Act for fiscal year 1995, the 
President may rescind all or part of that dis
cretionary budget authority under the terms 
of this Act if the President notifies the Con
gress of such rescission by a special message 
not later than ten calendar days (not includ
ing Sundays) after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY 

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Section 2(a)(2) is 
amended by inserting "(or in the case of any 
appropriation Act for fiscal year 1995, 200 cal
endar days (not including Sundays))" after 
"appropriation Act" . 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. ORTON 

AMENDMENT No. 17: At the end of section 4, 
add the following new paragraph: 
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(5) The term "discretionary budget author

ity" includes authority to enter into con
tracts under which the United States is obli
gated to make outlays, the budget authority 
for which is not provided in advance by ap
propriations Acts. 

Paragraph (4) of section 4 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "The term also includes any Act that 
provides the authority described in para
graph (5).". 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI 

AMENDMENT No. 18: Section 2 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

(d) LIMITATION.-No special message sub
mitted by the President under this section 
may change any prohibition or limitation of 
discretionary budget authority set forth in 
any appropriation Act. 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MS. SLAUGHTER 

AMENDMENT No. 19: Strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as tpe "Line Item 
Veto Act". 
SEC. 2. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the pro
visions of part B of title X of The Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit within any 
revenue bill which is subject to the terms of 
this Act if the President-

(1) determines that-
(A) such rescission or veto would help re

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
twenty calendar days (not including Satur
days, Sundays, or holidays) after the date of 
enactment of a regular or supplemental ap
propriation act or a joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations providing such 
budget authority or a revenue bill contain
ing a targeted tax benefit. 
The President shall submit a separate rescis
sion message for each appropriation bill and 
for each revenue bill under this paragraph. 
SEC. 3. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS-

APPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re

scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe
cial message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this 
Act as set forth in a special message by the 
President shall be deemed repealed unless, 
during the period described in subsection (b), 
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor
ing that provision is enacted into law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session during which Con
gress must complete action on the rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and present such 
bill to the President for approval or dis
approval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 

Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under this Act and the last ses
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before 
the expiration of the period described in sub
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case 
may be, shall not take effect. The message 
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted 
on the first day of the succeeding Congress 
and the review period referred to in sub
section (b) (with respect to such message) 
shall run beginning after such first day. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis

approval bill" means a bill or joint resolu
tion which-

(A) only disapproves a rescission of budget 
authority, in whole, rescinded, or 

(B) only disapproves a veto of any provi
sion of law that would decrease receipts, 
in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision which has the practical effect 
of providing a benefit in the form of a dif
ferential treatment to a particular taxpayer 
or a limited class of taxpayers, whether or 
not such provision is limited by its terms to 
a particular taxpayer or a class of taxpayers. 
Such term does not include any benefit pro
vided to a class of taxpayers distinguished on 
the basis of general demographic conditions 
such as income, number of dependents, or 
marital status. 
SEC. ~- CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LINE ITEM VETOES. 
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.

Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in this Act, 
the President shall transmit to both Houses 
of Congress a special message specifying-

(1) the amount of budget authority re
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish
ment of the Government to which such budg
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to this Act; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all factions, circumstances, and consid
erations relating to or bearing upon the re
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of 
Representatives and the Senate on the same 
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives if the House is 
not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re-

ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of 
the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) REFERRAL OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS DIS
APPROVAL BILLS.-Any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill introduced with respect to a 
special message shall be referred to the ap
propriate committees of the House of Rep
resentatives or the Senate, as the case may 
be. 

ld) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be~l-i-mited to one hour, to be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or his des
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(e) POINTS OF ORDER.-
(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate or 

the House of Representatives to consider any 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill that re
lates to any matter other than the rescission 
of budget authority or veto of the provision 
of law transmitted by the President under 
this Act. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate or 
the House of Representatives to consider any 
amendment to a rescission/receipts dis
approval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. SPRATT 

AMENDMENT No. 20: In section 2(a), insert 
"or tax incentive" after "tax benefit" the 
first place it appears. 

At the end of Section 4, insert the follow
ing new paragraph: 

(5) The term "tax incentive" means any 
deduction, credit, preference, or exemption 
from gross income, or any deferral of tax li
ability, causing tax revenues to be forgone as 
inducement for taxpayers to pursue or for
bear from certain actions or activities. 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT No. 21: Strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Line Item 
Veto Act". 
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TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 

SEC. 101. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the pro

visions of part B of title X of The Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is 
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi
dent-

(1) determines that-
(A) such rescission or veto would help re

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
ten calendar days (not including Sundays) 
after the date of enactment of an appropria
tion Act providing such budget authority or 
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a 
targeted tax benefit. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.-In each special 
message, the President may also propose to 
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 60l(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an 
amount that does not exceed the total 
amount of discretionary budget authority re
scinded by that message. 

(C) SEPARATE MESSAGES.-The President 
shall submit a separate special message for 
each appropriation Act and for each revenue 
or reconciliation Act ·under this paragraph. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 
SEC. 102. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS 

DISAPPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re

scinded under section 101 as set forth in a 
special message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under sec
tion 101 as set forth in a special message by 
the President shall be deemed repealed un
less, during the period described in sub
section (b), a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill restoring that provision is enacted into 
law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session, beginning on the 
first calendar day of session after the date of 
submission of the special message, during 
which Congress must complete action on the 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and 
present such bill to the President for ap
proval or disapproval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under section 101 and the last 
session of the Congress adjourns sine die be-

fore the expiration of the period described in 
subsection (b), the rescission or veto, as the 
case may be, shall not take effect. The mes
sage shall be deemed to have been re
transmitted on the first Monday in February 
of the succeeding Congress and the review 
period referred to in subsection (b) (with re
spect to such message) shall run beginning 
after such first day. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis

approval bill " means a bill or joint resolu
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene
fits in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act and-

(A) which does not have a preamble; 
(B)(l) in the case of a special message re

garding rescissions, the matter after the en
acting clause of which is as follows: " That 
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis
cretionary budget authority of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ ", the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(ii) in the case of a special message regard
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat
ter after the enacting clause of which is as 
follows: "That Congress disapproves each 
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ ", the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(C) the title of which is as follows : "A bill 
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on ___ ", the blank 
space being filled in with the date of submis
sion of the relevant special message and the 
public law to which the message relates. 

(2) The term " calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term " targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

(4) The term "appropriation Act" means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions. 
SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LINE ITEM VETOES. 
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.

Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in section 101 or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in 101, the 
President shall transmit to both Houses of 
Congress a special message specifying-

(!) the amount of budget authority re
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish
ment of the Government to which such budg
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to section 101; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid
erations relating to or bearing upon the re
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be transmitted to the House 
of Representatives and the Senate on the 
same day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives if the House 
is not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be printed in the first issue 
of the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS 
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.-The procedures set 
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced 
in the House of Representatives not later 
than the third calendar day of session begin
ning on the day after the date of submission 
of a special message by the President under 
section 101. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES.-(1) The committee of the 
House of Representatives to which a rescis
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall 
report it without amendment, and with or 
without recommendation, not later than the 
eighth calendar day of session after the date 
of its introduction. If the committee falls to 
report the bill within that period, it is in 
order to move that the House discharge the 
committee from further consideration of the 
bill. A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the bill (but 
only after the legislative day on which a 
Member announces to the House the Mem
ber's intention to do so). The motion is high
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim
ited to not more than one hour, the time to 
be divided in the House equally between a 
proponent and an opponent. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without interven
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill is reported or the committee has been 
discharged from further consideration, it is 
in order to move that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for consideration of the 
bill. All points of order against the bill and 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged. The pre
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on that motion to its adoption without in
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. During 
consideration of the bill in the Committee of 
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro
ceed without intervening motion, shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After 
general debate the Committee shall rise and 
report the · bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
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the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on 
passage of the bill shall not be in order. 

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
House of Representatives to the procedure 
relating to a bill described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more 
than one bill described in subsection (c) or 
more than one motion to discharge described 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular 
special message. 

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov
erned by the rules of the House of Represent
atives except to the extent specifically pro
vided by the provisions of this title. 

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this title. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or his des
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(f) POINTS OF 0RDER.-
(l) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill that relates to any matter other than 
the rescission of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law transmitted by the 
President under section 101. 

(2 ) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
consider any amendment to a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 
SEC. 105. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNT

ING OFFICE. 
Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one

year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller 
General shall submit a report to each House 
of Congress which provides the following in
formation: 

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re
scission of discretionary budget authority 
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year, 
together with their dollar value, and an indi
cation of whether each rescission of discre
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(2) The total number of proposed Presi
dential rescissions of discretionary budget 

authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene
fit submitted through special messages for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their total dol
lar value. 

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year 
and approved by Congress, together with 
their total dollar value. 

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary 
budget authority initiated by Congress for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their dollar 
value, and an indication of whether each 
such rescission was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis
cretionary budget authority initiated and 
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end
ing during the preceding calendar year, to
gether with their total dollar value. 

(6) A summary of the information provided 
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the 
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year 
during this calendar year. 
SEC. 106. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this title violates the 
Constitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

(C) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 60l(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
" (l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit 
unless the President also proposes a reduc
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That bill 
shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates or the 
targeted tax benefit proposed to be repealed, 
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit 
may only be proposed to be repealed under 
this section during the 10-legislative-day pe
riod commencing on the day after the date of 
enactment of the provision proposed to be re
pealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

"(C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

"(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

" (E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal; and 

" (F) a reduction in the appropriate discre
tionary spending limit set forth in section 
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601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, if proposed by the President. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(C) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee falls to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

''(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 

to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable . That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(!) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Pres!

. dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day ' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; 

"(3) the term " targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities; 
and 

"(4) the term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking " and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking " or a 
reservation" and by striking " or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking " the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or" ; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking " rescis
sion bill or", by striking " bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or" , and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(11) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
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hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. " ; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking " amend
ment, debatable motion, " and by inserting 
" debatable motion" ; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and lmpoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows : 

" Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer
tain proposed rescissions and targeted 
tax benefits. " . 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT No. 22: After section 1, add the 
following new center heading: 

TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 
Redesignate sections 2 through 6 as sec

tions 101 through 105, respectively, and re
designate all cross-references accordingly. 

At the end of section 101 (as redesignated), 
add the following new subsection: 

(d ) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 

In sections 101 through 104, strike "this 
Act" each place it appears and insert "this 
title". 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 106. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this title violates the 
Constitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1 ) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 

of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

(C) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER· 
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

" SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
" (1) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit 
unless the President also proposes a reduc
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That blll 
shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates or the 
targeted tax benefit proposed to be repealed, 
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit 
may only be proposed to be repealed under 
this section during the 10-legislative-day pe
riod commencing on the day after the date of 
enactment of the provision proposed to be re
pealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

" (3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded , the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

" CB) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

" (C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

" (D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission ; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal; and 

"(F) a reduction in the appropriate discre
tionary spending limit set forth in section 
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, if proposed by the President. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(C) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

" (l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

" (B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the biil without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

" (C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

" (D) A vote on final passage of the blll 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a blll under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 
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"(B) Debate in the House of Representa

tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recomml t a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the blll within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the blll, and the blll shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a blll under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion ls 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their deslgnees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a blll, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a blll under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 

the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the blll transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
blll transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; and 

"(3) The term 'targeted tax benefit' means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entitles. 

"(4) The term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignatlng paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) ls 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) ls 
amended-

( A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 

place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "blll 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion blll or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion blll)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(1) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an lm
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee."; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Line Item 
Veto Act". 

TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 
SEC. 101. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwlthstanding the pro
visions of part B of title X of The Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is 
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi
dent-

(1) determines that-
(A) such rescission or veto would help re

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
ten calendar days (not including Sundays) 
after the date of enactment of an appropria
tion Act providing such budget authority or 
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a 
targeted tax benefit. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.-In each special 
message, the President may also propose to 
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an 
amount that does not exceed the total 
amount of discretionary budget authority re
scinded by that message. 
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(C) SEPARATE MESSAGES.-The President 

shall submit a separate special message for 
each appropriation Act and for each revenue 
or reconciliation Act under this paragraph. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 
SEC. 102. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS 

DISAPPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re

scinded under section 101 as set forth in a 
special message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval blll making available all 
of the amount rescinded ls enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under sec
tion 101 as set forth in a special message by 
the President shall be deemed repealed un
less, during the period described in sub
section (b), a rescission/receipts disapproval 
blll restoring that provision is enacted into 
law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session, beginning on the 
first calendar day of session after the date of 
submission of the special message, during 
which Congress must complete action on the 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and 
present such blll to the President for ap
proval or disapproval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re
scission/receipts disapproval blll; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under section 101 and the last 
session of the Congress adjourns sine die be
fore the expiration of the period described in 
subsection (b), the rescission or veto, as the 
case may be, shall not take effect. The mes
sage shall be deemed to have been re
transmitted on the first Monday in February 
of the succeeding Congress and the review 
period referred to in subsection (b) (with re
spect to such message) shall run beginning 
after such first day. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis

approval bill" means a bill or joint resolu
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene
fits in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act and-

(A) which does not have a preamble; 
(B)(i) in the case of a special message re

garding rescissions, the matter after the en
acting clause of which is as follows: " That 
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis
cretionary budget authority of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ '' , the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(ii) in the case of a special message regard
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat
ter after the enacting clause of which is as 
follows: "That Congress disapproves each 
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President 

as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ '', the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(C) the title of which is as follows: "A bill 
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on ___ '', the blank 
space being filled in with the date of submis
sion of the relevant special message and the 
public law to which the message relates. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

(4) The term "appropriation Act" means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions. 
SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LINE ITEM VETOES. 
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.

Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in section 101 or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in 101, the 
President shall transmit to both Houses of 
Congress a special message specifying-

(!) the amount of budget authority re
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish
ment of the Government to which such budg
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to section 101; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid
erations relating to or bearing upon the re
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(Q) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(!) Each special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be transmitted to the House 
of Representatives and the Senate on the 
same day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives if the House 
is not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be printed in the first issue 
of the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS 
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.-The procedures set 
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced 
in the House of Representatives not later 
than the third calendar day of session begin
ning on the day after the date of submission 

of a special message by the President under 
section 101. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES.-(!) The committee of the 
House of Representatives to which a rescis
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall 
report it without amendment, and with or 
without recommendation, not later than the 
eighth calendar day of session after the date 
of its introduction. If the committee fails to 
report the bill within that period, it is in 
order to move that the House discharge the 
committee from further consideration of the 
bill. A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the bill (but 
only after the legislative day on which a 
Member announces to the House the Mem
ber's intention to do so). The motion ls high
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim
ited to not more than one hour, the time to 
be divided in the House equally between a 
proponent and an opponent. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without interven
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill is reported or the committee has been 
discharged from further consideration, it is 
in order to move that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for consideration of the 
bill. All points of order against the bill and 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged. The pre
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on that motion to its adoption without in
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. During 
consideration of the bill in the Committee of 
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro
ceed without intervening motion, shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After 
general debate the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on 
passage of the bill shall not be in order. 

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
House of Representatives to the procedure 
relating to a bill described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more 
than one bill described in subsection (c) or 
more than one motion to discharge described 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular 
special message. 

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov
erned by the rules of the House of Represent
atives except to the extent specifically pro
vided by the provisions of this title. 

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this title. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
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mover .and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or his des
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas
sage of the bill , allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de
batable motion or appeal. 

(4 ) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.-
(1 ) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill that relates to any matter other than 
the rescission of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law transmitted by the 
President under section 101. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
consider any amendment to a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 

SEC. 105. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNT· 
ING OFFICE. 

Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one
year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller 
General shall submit a report to each House 
of Congress which provides the following in
formation : 

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re
scission of discretionary budget authority 
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year, 
together with their dollar value, and an indi
cation of whether each rescission of discre
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(2) The total number of proposed Presi
dential rescissions of discretionary budget 
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene
fit submitted through special messages for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their total dol
lar value. 

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year 
and approved by Congress, together with 
their total dollar value. 

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary 
budget authority initiated by Congress for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their dollar 
value, and an indication of whether each 
such rescission was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis
cretionary budget authority initiated and 
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end
ing during the preceding calendar year, to
gether with their total dollar value. 

(6) A summary of the information provided 
by paragraphs (2) , (3) and (5) for each of the 
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year 
during this calendar year. 

TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION 
OF PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER· 
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

" EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

" SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

" (b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
" (l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit 
unless the President also proposes a reduc
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That bill 
shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates or the 
targeted tax benefit proposed to be repealed, 
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit 
may only be proposed to be repealed under 
this section during the 10-legislative-day pe
riod commencing on the day after the date of 
enactment of the provision proposed to be re
pealed. 

" (2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

" (A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

" (C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

" (D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

" (E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 

purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 

Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal; and 

"(F) a reduction in the appropriate discre
tionary spending limit set forth in section 
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, if proposed by the President. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message und.er this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

" (l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

" (D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

" (B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
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the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent spec'ifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee . Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill , allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which el-

ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; 

"(3) the term 'targeted tax benefit' means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities; 
and 

"(4) the term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties. ". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting " 1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking " the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking " rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" , by striking " bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be, "; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
" bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2}-
(1) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: " Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee."; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
" Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT No. 24: After section 1, add the 
following new center heading: 

TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 
Redesignate sections 2 through 6 as sec

tions 101 through 105, respectively, and re
designa te all cross-references accordingly. 

At the end of section 101 (as redesignated), 
add the following new subsection: 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 

In sections 101 through 104, strike " this 
Act" each place it appears and insert "this 
title". 

At the end, add the following: 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION 

OF PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER· 
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
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Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
"(l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit 
unless the President also proposes a reduc
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That bill 
shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates or the 
targeted tax benefit proposed to be repealed, 
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit 
may only be proposed to be repealed under 
this section during the 10-legislative-day pe
riod commencing on the day after the date of 
enactment of the provision proposed to be re
pealed. 

" (2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

" (3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

" (A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

" (B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

" (C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

" (D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal; and 

" (F) a reduction in the appropriate discre
tionary spending limit set forth in section 
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, if proposed by the President. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 

(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

" (B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

" (D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

" (B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 

to strike any proposed resc1ss10n or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

" (B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

" (D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole,) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted in to law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day ' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; and 

"(3) The term " targeted tax benefit" 
means any provision of a revenue or rec
onciliation Act determined by the President 
to provide a Federal tax deduction, credit, 
exclusion, preference, or other concession to 
100 or fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, 
limited partnership, trust, or S corporation, 
and any subsidiary or affiliate of the same 
parent corporation, shall be deemed and 
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counted as a single beneficiary regardless of 
the number of partners, limited partners, 
beneficiaries, shareholders, or affiliated cor
porate entities. 

"(4) The term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or" ; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

CD) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking " , and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows : " Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. "; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking " amend
ment, debatable motion, " and by inserting 
" debatable motion" ; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 

for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT No. 25: Strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "Line Item 

Veto Act". 
TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 

SEC. 101. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the pro

visions of part B of title X of The Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is 
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi
dentr-

(1) determines thatr-
(A) such rescission or veto would help re

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
ten calendar days (not including Sundays) 
after the date of enactment of an appropria
tion Act providing such budget authority or 
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a 
targeted tax benefit. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.-In each special 
message, the President may also propose to 
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an 
amount that does not exceed the total 
amount of discretionary budget authority re
scinded by that message. 

(C) SEPARATE MESSAGES.-The President 
shall submit a separate special message for 
each appropriation Act and for each revenue 
or reconciliation Act under this paragraph. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be :re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 
SEC. 102. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS 

DISAPPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re

scinded under section 101 as set forth in a 
special message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under sec
tion 101 as set forth in a special message by 
the President shall be deemed repealed un
less, during the period described in sub
section (b), a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill restoring that provision is enacted into 
law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session, beginning on the 
first calendar day of session after the date of 
submission of the special- message, during 
which Congress must complete action on the 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and 

present such bill to the President for ap
proval or disapproval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under section 101 and the last 
session of the Congress adjourns sine die be
fore the expiration of the period described in 
subsection (b), the rescission or veto, as the 
case may be, shall not take effect. The mes
sage shall be deemed to have been re
transmitted on the first Monday in February 
of the succeeding Congress and the review 
period referred to in subsection (b) (with re
spect to such message) shall run beginning 
after such first day. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis

approval bill " means a bill or joint resolu
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene
fits in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act and-

(A) which does not have a preamble; 
(B)(i) in the case of a special message re

garding rescissions, the matter after the en
acting clause of which is as follows: "That 
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis
cretionary budget authority of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ ", the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(ii) in the case of a special message regard
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat
ter after the enacting clause of which is as 
follows: "That Congress disapproves each 
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ ", the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(C) the title of which is as follows: "A bill 
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on ___ '', the blank 
space being filled in with the date of submis
sion of the relevant special message and the 
public law to which the message relates. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term " targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

(4) The term " appropriation Act" means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions. 
SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LINE ITEM VETOES. 
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.

Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in section 101 or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in 101, the 
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President shall transmit to both Houses of 
Congress a special message specifying-

(1) the amount of budget authority re
s.cinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department. or establish
ment of the Government to which such budg
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to section 101; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid
erations relating to or bearing upon the re
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority ls 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be transmitted to the House 
of Representatives and the Senate on the 
same day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives if the House 
is not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate ls not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be printed in the first issue 
of the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(c) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS 
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.-The procedures set 
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced 
in the House of Representatives not later 
than the third calendar day of session begin
ning on the day after the date of submission 
of a special message by the President under 
section 101. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES.-(1) The committee of the 
House of Representatives to which a rescis
sion/receipts disapproval blll is referred shall 
report it without amendment, and with or 
without recommendation, not later than the 
eighth calendar day of session after the date 
of its introduction. If the committee fails to 
report the bill within that period, it is in 
order to move that the House discharge the 
committee from further consideration of the 
bill. A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the bill (but 
only after the legislative day on which a 
Member announces to the House the Mem
ber's intention to do so). The motion ls high
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim
ited to not more than one hour, the time to 
be divided In the House equally between a 
proponent and an opponent. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without interven
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill is reported or the committee has been 
discharged from further consideration, it is 
in order to move that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for consideration of the 
bill. All points of order against the bill and 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged. The pre-

vlous question shall be considered as ordered 
on that motion to its adoption without in
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. During 
consideration of the bill in the Committee of 
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro
ceed without intervening motion, shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After 
general debate the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on 
passage of the bill shall not be in order. 

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
House of Representatives to the procedure 
relating to a bill described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more 
than one bill described in subsection (c) or 
more than one motion to discharge described 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular 
special message. 

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov
erned by the rules of the House of Represent
atives except to the extent specifically pro
vided by the provisions of this title. 

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this title. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or his des
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with Instructions to re
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) ls not in 
order. 

(f) POINTS OF 0RDER.-
(l) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill that relates to any matter other than 
the rescission of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law transmitted by the 
President under section 101. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
·consider any amendment to a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended In the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 
SEC. 1015. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNT

ING OFFICE. 
Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one

year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller 

General shall submit a report to each House 
of Congress which provides the following in
formation : 

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re
scission of discretionary budget authority 
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year, 
together with their dollar value, and an indi
cation of whether each rescission of discre
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(2) The total number of proposed Presi
dential rescissions of discretionary budget 
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene
fit submitted through special messages for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their total dol
lar value. 

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year 
and approved by Congress, together with 
their total dollar value. 

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary 
budget authority initiated by Congress for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their dollar 
value, and an indication of whether each 
such rescission was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis
cretionary budget authority initiated and 
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end
ing during the preceding calendar year, to
gether with their total dollar value. 

(6) A summary of the information provided 
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the 
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year 
during this calendar year. 
SEC. 106. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this title violates the 
Const! tu ti on. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing In this section or In any other law 
shall Infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to Intervene In an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such Intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwlth
standlng any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action .brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be Issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 
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(C) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-lt shall be 

the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and lmpoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows : 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 60l(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
"(l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit. 
That bill shall clearly identify the amount of 
budget authority that is proposed to be re
scinded for each program, project, or activ
ity to which that budget authority relates or 
the targeted tax benefit proposed to be re
pealed, as the case may be. A targeted tax 
benefit may only be proposed to be repealed 
under this section during the 10-legislative
day period commencing on the day after the 
date of enactment of the provision proposed 
to be repealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each speoial message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

"(C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

"(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 

the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thor! ty or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable . An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion ·is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce-

dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

" (C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to .be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 
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"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 

be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term legislative day means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; 

"(3) the term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities; 
and 

"(4) the term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single benefici,ary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation" . 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or" ; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
" bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 

amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F ) in subsection (d)(2)-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: " Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee."; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Irnpoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

H .R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT NO. 26: 
After section 1, add the following new cen

ter heading: 
TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 

Redesignate sections 2 through 6 as sec
tions 101 through 105, respectively, and re
designate all cross-references accordingly. 

At the end of section 101 (as redesignated), 
add the following new subsection: 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 

In sections 101 through 104, strike "this 
Act" each place it appears and insert "this 
title". 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 106. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this title violates the 
Cons ti tu ti on. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 

the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U .S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 60l(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
"(l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit. 
That bill shall clearly identify the amount of 
budget authority that is proposed to be re
scinded for each program, project, or activ
ity to which that budget authority relates or 
the targeted tax benefit proposed to be re
pealed, as the case may be. A targeted tax 
benefit may only be proposed to be repealed 
under this section during the 10-legislative
day period commencing on the day after the 
date of enactment of the provision proposed 
to be repealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
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budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

"(C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

"(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 

the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; and 

"(3) the term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

"(4) the term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting " sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking " the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each othe'r place it appears. 

( 4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U .S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in· subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 
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place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(1) by striking the first sentence; 
(11) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee."; 

(111) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT No. 27: Strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Line Item 
Veto Act". 

TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 
SEC. 101. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the pro
visions of part B of title X of The Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is 
subject to the terms of this Act 1f the Presi
dent--

(1) determines that--
(A) such rescission or veto would help re

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
ten calendar days (not including Sundays) 
after the date of enactment of an appropria
tion Act providing such budget authority or 
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a 
targeted tax benefit. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.-In each special 
message, the President may also propose to 
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an 
amount that does not exceed the total 
amount of discretionary budget authority re
scinded by that message. 

(C) SEPARATE MESSAGES.-The President 
shall submit a separate special message for 
each appropriation Act and for each revenue 
or reconciliation Act under this paragraph. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 
SEC. 102. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS 

DISAPPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re

scinded under section 101 as set forth in a 
special message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under sec
tion 101 as set forth in a special message by 
the President shall be deemed repealed un
less, during the period described in sub
section (b), a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill restoring that provision is enacted into 
law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session, beginning on the 
first calendar day of session after the date of 
submission of the special message, during 
which Congress must complete action on the 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and 
present such bill to the President for ap
proval or disapproval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) 1f the President vetoes the rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under section 101 and the last 
session of the Congress adjourns sine die be
fore the expiration of the period described in 
subsection (b), the rescission or veto, as the 
case may be, shall not take effect. The mes
sage shall be deemed to have been re
transmitted on the first Monday in February 
of the succeeding Congress and the review 
period referred to in subsection (b) (with re
spect to such message) shall run beginning 
after such first day. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis

approval bill" means a bill or joint resolu
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene
fits in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act and-

(A) which does not have a preamble; 
(B)(i) in the case of a special message re

garding rescissions, the matter after the en
acting clause of which is as follows: "That 
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis
cretionary budget author! ty of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ ", the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(11) in the case of a special message regard
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat
ter after the enacting clause of which is as 
follows: "That Congress disapproves each 
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President 

as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ___ ", the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(C) the title of which is as follows: "A bill 
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on ___ '', the blank 
space being filled in with the date of submis
sion of the relevant special message and the 
public law to which the message relates. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

(4) The term "appropriation Act" means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions. 
SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LINE ITEM VETOES. 
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.

Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in section 101 or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in 101, the 
President shall transmit to both Houses of 
Congress a special message specifying-

(1) the amount of budget authority re
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish
ment of the Government to which such budg
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to section 101; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid
erations relating to or bearing upon the re
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be transmitted to the House 
of Representatives and the Senate on the 
same day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives if the House 
is not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate 1f the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be printed in the first issue 
of the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS 
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.-The procedures set 
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced 
in the House of Representatives not later 
than the third calendar day of session begin
ning on the day after the date of submission 
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of a special message by the President under 
section 101. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES.-(!) The committee of the 
House of Representatives to which a rescis
sion/receipts disapproval bill ls referred shall 
report it without amendment, and with or 
without recommendation, not later than the 
eighth calendar day of session after the date 
of its introduction. If the committee falls to 
report the blll within that period, it ls in 
order to move that the House discharge the 
committee from further consideration of the 
bill. A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the bill (but 
only after the legislative day on which a 
Member announces to the House the Mem
ber's intention to do so). The motion ls high
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim
ited to not more than one hour, the time to 
be divided in the House equally between a 
proponent and an opponent. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without interven
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill is reported or the committee has been 
discharged from further consideration, it ls 
in order to move that the House resolve into 
the Cammi ttee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for consideration of the 
bill. All points of order against the bill and 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
The motion ls highly privileged. The pre
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on that motion to its adoption without in
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion ls agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. During 
consideration of the bill in the Committee of 
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro
ceed without intervening motion, shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After 
general debate the Committee shall rise and 
report the blll to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on 
passage of the bill shall not be in order. 

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
House of Representatives to the procedure 
relating to a bill described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

(4 ) It shall not be in order to consider more 
than one bill described in subsection (c) or 
more than one motion to discharge described 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular 
special message. 

(5 ) Consideration of any rescission/receipts 
disapproval blll under this subsection is gov
erned by the rules of the House of Represent
atives except to the extent specifically pro
vided by the provisions of this title. 

(e ) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(!) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this title. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal-

ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or his des
lgnee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas
sage of the blll, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate ls not in session) is not in 
order. 

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.-
(!) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill that relates to any matter other than 
the rescission of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law transmitted by the 
President under section 101. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
consider any amendment to a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 

SEC. 105. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNT· 
ING OFFICE. 

Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one
year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller 
General shall submit a report to each House 
of Congress which provides the following in
formation: 

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re
scission of discretionary budget authority 
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year, 
together with their dollar value, and an indi
cation of whether each rescission of discre
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(2) The total number of proposed Presi
dential rescissions of discretionary budget 
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene
fit submitted through special messages for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their total dol
lar value. 

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year 
and approved by Congress, together with 
their total dollar value. 

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary 
budget authority initiated by Congress for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their dollar 
value, and an indication of whether each 
such rescission was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis
cretionary budget authority initiated and 
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end
ing during the preceding calendar year, to
gether with their total dollar value. 

(6) A summary of the information provided 
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the 
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year 
during this calendar year. 

TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

" SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

" (b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
" (!) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit. 
That bill shall clearly identify the amount of 
budget authority that is proposed to be re
scinded for each program, project, or activ
ity to which that budget authority relates or 
the targeted tax benefit proposed to be re
pealed, as the case may be. A targeted tax 
benefit may only be proposed to be repealed 
under this section during the 10-leglslative
day period commencing on the day after the 
date of enactment of the provision proposed 
to be repealed. 

" (2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations , the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

"(C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

" (D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
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benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal; 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)'(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con-

sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"CB) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or el ther of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; 

"(3) the term 'targeted tax benefit' means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities; 
and 

"(4) the term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

· (C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
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hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee."; 

(111) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking " amend
ment, debatable motion, " and by inserting 
"debatable motion" ; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Iinpoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits." . 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM 

AMENDMENT No. 28: After section 1, add the 
following new center heading: 

TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 
Redesignate sections 2 through 6 as sec

tions 101 through 105, respectively, and re
designate all cross-references accordingly. 

At the end of section 101 (as redesignated), 
add the following new subsection: 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re
scinded . under this section may not be pro
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 

In sections 101 through 104, strike " this 
Act" each place it appears and insert "this 
title" . 

At the end, add the following: 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER· 
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

" EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

" SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
" (l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au-

thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit. 
That bill shall clearly identify the amount of 
budget authority that is proposed to be re
scinded for each program, project, or activ
ity to which that budget authority relates or 
the targeted tax benefit proposed to be re
pealed, as the case may be. A targeted tax 
benefit may only be proposed to be repealed 
under this section during the 10~1egislative
day period commencing on the day after the 
date of enactment of the provision proposed 
to be repealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

" (3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

" (A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

" (C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

"(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l )(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than .the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto-

matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and .the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

" (C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

" (D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

" (D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

" (3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

" (B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

" (4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 



February 1, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3319 
"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 

motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; and 

"(3) The term 'targeted tax benefit' means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

"(4) The term 'beneficiary' means any tax
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or'', by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
" bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(11) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee." ; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion, " and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS 

AMENDMENT NO. 29: The first sentence of 
paragraph (3) of section 4 is amended by in
serting " or which the President determines 
would yield at least 50 percent of its benefit 
to the top 10 percent of income earners" be
fore the period. 

R.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS 

AMENDMENT No. 30: The first sentence of 
paragraph (3) of section 4 is amended by in
serting "or which the President determines 

would yield at least 20 percent of its benefit 
to the top 1 percent of income earners" be
fore the period. 

H.R.2 
OFFERED BY: MR. WISE 

AMENDMENT No. 31: Strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER· 

TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITI'AL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
"(l) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit 
unless the President also proposes a reduc
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That bill 
shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates or the 
targeted tax benefit proposed to be repealed, 
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit 
may only be proposed to be repealed under 
this section during the 10-legislative-day pe
riod commencing on the day after the date of 
enactment of the provision proposed to be re
pealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

"(C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

"(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; 
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"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider

ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided; and 

"(F) a reduction in the appropriate discre
tionary spending limit set forth in section 
60l(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, if proposed by the President. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft blll accompanying that 
special message. If the blll is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the blll within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the blll shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion ls agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recomml t a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The blll shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A comm! t
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the blll, and the blll shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis
sions of budget authority or any proposed re
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a blll considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 

a special message transmitted by the Presi
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(l) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day ' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; and 

"(3) The term 'targeted tax benefit' means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, liml ted 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti
ties". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) ls amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "ls to establish a re
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or" , and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message .or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be, "; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking " bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking " rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"blll or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2}-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate · on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. "; 
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(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 

for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

H.R. 2 
OFFERED BY: MR. ZIMMER 

AMENDMENT No. 32: Section 5(d)(2) is 
amended by striking the eighth and ninth 
sentences and inserting the following: 

No amendment to the bill is in order ex
cept amendments to strike any rescission or 
rescissions of budget authority. At the con
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion. 
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